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Abstract

This paper investigates multi-objective reinforcement learning (MORL), which focuses on
learning Pareto optimal policies in the presence of multiple reward functions. Despite MORL’s
significant empirical success, there is still a lack of satisfactory understanding of various MORL
optimization targets and efficient learning algorithms. Our work offers a systematic analysis
of several optimization targets to assess their abilities to find all Pareto optimal policies and
controllability over learned policies by the preferences for different objectives. We then identify
Tchebycheff scalarization as a favorable scalarization method for MORL. Considering the non-
smoothness of Tchebycheff scalarization, we reformulate its minimization problem into a new
min-max-max optimization problem. Then, for the stochastic policy class, we propose efficient
algorithms using this reformulation to learn Pareto optimal policies. We first propose an online
UCB-based algorithm to achieve an ε learning error with an Õ(ε−2) sample complexity for a
single given preference. To further reduce the cost of environment exploration under different
preferences, we propose a preference-free framework that first explores the environment without
pre-defined preferences and then generates solutions for any number of preferences. We prove
that it only requires an Õ(ε−2) exploration complexity in the exploration phase and demands no
additional exploration afterward. Lastly, we analyze the smooth Tchebycheff scalarization, an
extension of Tchebycheff scalarization, which is proved to be more advantageous in distinguishing
the Pareto optimal policies from other weakly Pareto optimal policies based on entry values
of preference vectors. Furthermore, we extend our algorithms and theoretical analysis to
accommodate this optimization target.

1 Introduction
Multi-objective reinforcement learning (MORL) [Puterman, 1990, Ehrgott and Wiecek, 2005, Roijers
et al., 2013] focuses on learning a single policy that simultaneously performs well for a collection
of diverse reward functions, as opposed to one that performs well under only one reward function.
This generalization of reinforcement learning (RL) has been deployed in a diverse range of tasks,
including personalized recommendation systems [Stamenkovic et al., 2022], grid scheduling [Perez
et al., 2010], cancer screening [Yala et al., 2022], robot control [Xu et al., 2020, Hwang et al.,
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2023], text generation [Chen et al., 2020], and training personalized large models for diverse human
preferences [Zhou et al., 2023, Chen et al., 2023, Yang et al., 2024, Zhong et al., 2024, Wang et al.,
2024, Guo et al., 2024]. Since the multiple reward functions can be highly diverse or even in conflict,
a single optimal policy for all objectives, i.e., value functions defined by different reward functions,
may not exist. Therefore, in alignment with the general multi-objective learning problems [Choo
and Atkins, 1983, Steuer, 1986, Ehrgott, 2005], MORL aims to learn Pareto optimal policies, under
which no other policies can improve at least one objective’s value without making other objectives
worse off.

At a high level, MORL is related to multi-objective optimization [Choo and Atkins, 1983, Steuer,
1986, Ehrgott, 2005, Caramia et al., 2020, Gunantara, 2018, Deb et al., 2016, Giagkiozis and Fleming,
2015, Riquelme et al., 2015, Liu et al., 2021b,a, Chen et al., 2023, Mahapatra et al., 2023, Sener
and Koltun, 2018, Fernando et al., 2022, Hu et al., 2024, Chen et al., 2024, Mahapatra and Rajan,
2020, Xiao et al., 2024, Lin et al., 2024, Jiang et al., 2023], which focuses on learning Pareto optimal
solutions based on various optimization techniques such as the first-order methods. But these
approaches are difficult to apply to MORL due to the special problem structures of RL. In addition,
there is a line of research concentrating on the multi-objective bandit problems, including multi-arm
bandit, contextual bandit, or the generalized linear bandit [Drugan and Nowe, 2013, Turgay et al.,
2018, Lu et al., 2019]. These works apply the Pareto suboptimality gap as their optimization target.
However, we note that its implication on Pareto optimality remains vague in theory. Moreover,
the learned solution is uncontrollable and thus can be an arbitrary Pareto optimal one. Recently,
there has been a line of research studying MORL by proposing provable algorithms with theoretical
guarantees. [Yu et al., 2021b] studies a competitive MORL setting, which is different from the
topic of this paper. [Zhou et al., 2022, Wu et al., 2021b] considers general scalarization functions
integrating the multiple value functions in online and offline settings respectively. [Wu et al., 2021a]
studies linear scalarization of objectives but considers time-varying learner preferences. Nevertheless,
none of these works investigates MORL from the perspective of Pareto optimal policy learning, and
thus, their methods lack guarantees of achieving Pareto optimality. Therefore, it remains elusive
how to design provable MORL algorithms that can approximate all Pareto optimal policies. In
practice, the empirical MORL works focus on learning all Pareto optimal policies with constructing
a mapping from a preference for different objectives to the learned solutions such that the learning
process is controllable. The recent work Lu et al. [2022] theoretically shows that optimizing the
linearly scalarized objective via different weights can find all Pareto optimal policies for MORL. We
note that this result is only restricted to the stochastic policy class and will not generally hold for the
deterministic policy class. Moreover, as discussed later in our work, even within a stochastic policy,
the solutions to the maximization problem of the linearly scalarized objective are less controllable
in some situations. Motivated by both theoretical and practical considerations, our work aims to
answer the following crucial open question:

Can we design provably efficient multi-objective reinforcement learning algorithms
that can traverse all Pareto optimal policies in a controllable way?

The above question poses several critical challenges: First, the demand of learning toward Pareto
optimality necessitates the investigation of a suitable optimization target to guarantee the full
coverage of Pareto optimal policies; Second, it remains unclear what the practically and theoretically
sound approach will be to integrate the learner-specified preference on different reward functions
into the model to guide the learning process; Finally, it is even challenging to design a provably
efficient algorithm that can learn Pareto optimal policies associated with all learner preferences but
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via exploring the environment only once. As an initial step toward answering the above question via
tackling those challenges, our work conducts a systematic analysis of several primary optimization
targets and identifies a favorable scalarization method for MORL by which we can traverse all
Pareto optimal policies controlled by learner preferences. We reformulate this optimization target
and propose efficient algorithms that can learn all Pareto policies with environment exploration
even only once.
Contribution. Our major contributions are summarized below:
• Our work first systematically analyzes three major multi-objective optimization targets: linear

scalarization, Pareto suboptimality gap, and Tchebycheff scalarization. We rigorously show that:
(1) Linear scalarization cannot always find all Pareto optimal policies for the deterministic policy
class. In addition, for the deterministic policy class, despite the coverage of all Pareto optimal
policies, the maximizers of linear scalarization are less controllable w.r.t. learners’ preferences.
(2) The zeros of the Pareto suboptimality gap correspond to (weak) Pareto optimality, but the
Pareto suboptimality gap metric lacks control of its solutions by learners’ preferences. (3) The
minimizers of Tchebycheff scalarization can be better controlled by learners’ preferences, and
those minimizers under different preferences can cover all (weakly) Pareto optimal policies. These
findings motivate us to apply Tchebycheff scalarization as a suitable metric for MORL.

• Although Tchebycheff scalarization has such favorable properties, it is formally non-smooth and
thus hinders its direct optimization. To address this issue, we reformulate the minimization
of Tchebycheff scalarization into a min-max-max problem. For the stochastic policy class, we
propose an upper confidence bound (UCB)-based algorithm featuring an alternating update
of policies and intermediate weights to solve this min-max-max problem in the online setting.
Under a given learner preference, we prove that the proposed algorithm can efficiently find a
(weakly) Pareto optimal policy with an Õ(ε−2) sample complexity for achieving ε-minimization
error of Tchebycheff scalarization.

• Nevertheless, the online algorithm needs to explore the environment whenever a new preference
is introduced, which can be significantly costly when there are numerous preferences to consider,
as interacting with the environment is typically expensive in real-world situations. To address
this issue, we propose a preference-free framework featuring decoupled exploration and planning
phases to learn Pareto optimal stochastic policies. The agent first thoroughly explores the
environment to gather trajectories guided by both reward and transition estimation uncertainty
without relying on any pre-defined preferences. Then, using the pre-collected data, solutions can
be generated with any number of preferences, requiring no further exploration. We show that
with only Õ(ε−2) rounds of environment exploration, the ε-learning error can be achieved for
any given preferences.

• Finally, we analyze an extension of the Tchebycheff scalarization, named smooth Tchebycheff
scalarization. We prove that smooth Tchebycheff scalarization exhibits a more advantageous
property compared to the original Tchebycheff scalarization for MORL, i.e., the Pareto optimal
policies can be differentiated from other weakly Pareto optimal policies based on the entry values
of the preference vectors. We further reformulate smooth Tchebycheff scalarization into a new
form, which better fits the UCB-based algorithmic design. Based on this reformulation, we
propose an efficient online algorithm and a preference-free framework for MORL inspired by our
algorithms for Tchebycheff scalarization. We prove that the proposed algorithms exhibit faster
learning rates in the non-dominating terms compared to those for Tchebycheff scalarization.
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Overall, our work contributes to an improved understanding of scalarization methods for MORL and
offers efficient learning algorithms with theoretical guarantees. Furthermore, some of our theoretical
analyses are sufficiently general to be extended to other multi-objective learning problems beyond
MORL, such as multi-objective stochastic optimization.
Related Work. Our work is related to a long line of works on multi-objective optimization, e.g.,
[Choo and Atkins, 1983, Steuer, 1986, Geoffrion, 1968, Ehrgott, 2005, Bowman Jr, 1976, Miettinen,
1999, Caramia et al., 2020, Gunantara, 2018, Deb et al., 2016, Giagkiozis and Fleming, 2015,
Riquelme et al., 2015, Das and Dennis, 1997, Liu et al., 2021b,a, Chen et al., 2023, Mahapatra
et al., 2023, Sener and Koltun, 2018, Klamroth and Jørgen, 2007, Kasimbeyli et al., 2019, Fernando
et al., 2022, Hu et al., 2024, Chen et al., 2024, Mahapatra and Rajan, 2020, Xiao et al., 2024, Lin
et al., 2024], which have explored various scalarization methods including linear scalarization and
Tchebycheff scalarization. However, these works on multi-objective optimization cannot be applied
to the MORL setting that our work considers. Among these works, the recent work [Lin et al.,
2024] studies a smoothed version of Tchebycheff scalarization, which is different from the original
Tchebycheff scalarization formulation, and proposes a gradient-based optimization algorithm. In our
work, we adapt the smooth Tchebycheff scalarization to MORL and further propose a reformulation
that can better fit the algorithmic design and theoretical analysis of RL. Moreover, A strand of
literature extends multi-objective optimization to the online learning setting, including online convex
optimization and bandit problems [Drugan and Nowe, 2013, Yahyaa et al., 2014b, Turgay et al.,
2018, Lu et al., 2019, Tekin and Turğay, 2018, Busa-Fekete et al., 2017, Yahyaa et al., 2014a,
Jiang et al., 2023]. Specifically, [Drugan and Nowe, 2013, Turgay et al., 2018, Lu et al., 2019]
consider learning Pareto optimal arms in the multi-objective multi-armed bandit, contextual bandit,
and the generalized linear bandit settings, respectively, utilizing the Pareto suboptimality gap
as an optimization target. [Jiang et al., 2023] further generalizes these works to online convex
optimization. In spite of the wide application of the Pareto suboptimality gap, its implication on
(weak) Pareto optimality remains vague in theory. Our work further provides rigorous proof to
justify this implication.

In addition, there have been a rich body of works studying MORL [Roijers et al., 2013,
Ehrgott and Wiecek, 2005, Puterman, 1990, Agarwal et al., 2022, Van Moffaert et al., 2013a,
Natarajan and Tadepalli, 2005, Wang and Sebag, 2013, Barrett and Narayanan, 2008, Pirotta et al.,
2015, Van Moffaert et al., 2013b, Xu et al., 2020, Hayes et al., 2022, Van Moffaert et al., 2013b,
Van Moffaert and Nowé, 2014, Chen et al., 2019, Yang et al., 2019, Wiering et al., 2014, Zhu et al.,
2023, Wu et al., 2021b, Yu et al., 2021b, Wu et al., 2021a, Zhou et al., 2022, Li et al., 2020, Lu
et al., 2022], which have studied different scalarization methods including linear scalarization and
Tchebycheff scalarization. From a theoretical perspective, [Yu et al., 2021b] studies multi-objective
reinforcement learning in a competitive setup, which is beyond the scope of this paper. In addition,
[Wu et al., 2021b, Zhou et al., 2022] considers a general optimization target that scalarizes the
multiple value functions together in either online or offline settings, which, nevertheless, are not
capable of not covering the study of Tchebycheff scalarization as in our work. Moreover, [Wu et al.,
2021a] studies linear scalarization of objectives but considers a time-varying setting with adversarial
learner preferences. However, these theoretical works do not investigate MORL from the perspective
of Pareto optimal policy learning. Thus, there is no guarantee that their solutions are approximately
Pareto optimal. In addition, the work Lu et al. [2022] shows that for MORL with a stochastic policy
class, linear scalarization is able to find all Pareto optimal policies. However, when the policy class
is a deterministic policy class, our work shows by a concrete example (Appendix B.2) that linear
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scalarization is not sufficient. In addition, as discussed in Section 4, even for a stochastic policy
class, the solutions to the maximization of linear scalarization are less controllable w.r.t. learners’
preferences on objectives in some situations. Our work steps forward to analyze the application of
several common scalarization methods in MORL and identify (smooth) Tchebycheff scalarization as
a favorable method that can find all Pareto optimal policies in a more controllable manner for both
stochastic and deterministic policy classes.

Our preference-free framework is closely related to the reward-free RL approach [Wang et al.,
2020, Qiu et al., 2021b, Jin et al., 2020a, Zhang et al., 2023, 2021, Qiao and Wang, 2022, Chen et al.,
2022, Miryoosefi and Jin, 2022, Cheng et al., 2023, Modi et al., 2024]. The reward-free RL studies a
framework where the agent conducts the exploration first without any reward function, and then
the full reward function is given in the planning phase for policy learning. The MORL work [Wu
et al., 2021a] also proposes a preference-free algorithm. However, the algorithm is very similar to
the reward-free method as the full reward function is also directly given in the planning phase. In
contrast, reward functions in our preference-free method are estimated through data collected in
the exploration phase, which thus generalizes the reward-free framework. Please see Remark 6.2 for
a detailed discussion.
Notation. Define [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}. Let (xi)n

i=1 := (x1, x2, · · · , xn)n
i=1 be a vector with its

entries indexed from 1 to n and {xi}n
i=1 := {x1, x2, · · · , xn}n

i=1 be a set with its elements. We
define x ⊙ y := (x1y1, x2y2, · · · , xnyn) for any two vectors x = (x1, · · · , xn), y = (y1, · · · , yn) ∈ Rn.
Define {·}[x,y] := max{min{·, y}, x} if x ≤ y, i.e., casting a value between x and y. We let
∆n := {x = (x1, · · · , xn) ∈ Rn |

∑n
i=1 xi = 1, 0 ≤ xi ≤ 1} be a probability simplex in Rn. In

addition, we let ∆o
m := {x = (x1, · · · , xn) ∈ Rn |

∑n
i=1 xi = 1, xi > 0}, which is the relative interior

of the probability simplex ∆n. Across this paper, we let Π∗
P be the set of all Pareto optimal policies

and Π∗
W be the set of all weakly Pareto optimal policies.

2 Problem Formulation
Multi-Objective Markov Decision Process. We consider an episodic multi-objective Markov
decision process (MOMDP) characterized by a tuple (S, A, H, m,P, r), where S is a finite state space,
A is a finite action space, H is the length of an episode, m is the number of objectives. We define
the transition kernel by P := {Ph}H

h=1 with Ph : S × A × S 7→ [0, 1] such that Ph(s′|s, a) denotes the
probability of the agent transitioning to state s′ ∈ S from state s ∈ S by taking action a ∈ A at step
h ∈ [H]. The reward function r is comprised of m components, i.e., r = (r1, r2, · · · , rm), which are
m reward functions associated with m learning objectives. We further define ri := {ri,h}H

h=1 where
ri,h : S × A 7→ [0, 1] such that ri,h(s, a) denotes the reward for the i-th objective when the agent
takes action a ∈ A at state s ∈ S at step h ∈ [H]. For simplicity, we assume that the interaction
with the environment always starts from a fixed initial state s1. When m = 1, the MOMDP reduces
to the single-objective MDP. This work assumes that the true reward function r and transition P
are unknown and should be learned from observations. The observed reward rt

i,h ∈ [0, 1] at time t is
assumed to stochastic and has an expectation of ri,h, i.e., E[rt

i,h] = ri,h.

Value Function. We define a policy as π := {πh}H
h=1 with πh : S × A 7→ [0, 1] so that πh(a|s)

represents the probability of taking an action a ∈ A given state s ∈ S at step h ∈ [H]. The policy π
lies in a policy space Π, which can be either a stochastic policy space or a deterministic policy space. If
π is in a deterministic policy space, then the agent at each state takes a certain action with probability
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1 and others with probability 0. Next, we define the value function V π
i,h : S 7→ [0, H − h + 1] for

the i-th objective as V π
i,h(s) := E[∑H

h′=h ri,h′(sh′ , ah′) | sh = s, π,P]. The associated Q-function Qπ
i,h :

S ×A 7→ [0, H −h+1] is defined as Qπ
i,h(s, a) := E[∑H

h′=h ri,h′(sh′ , ah′) | sh = s, ah = a, π,P]. Letting
V π

h (s) = (V π
1,h(s), V π

2,h(s), · · · , V π
m,h(s)) and Qπ

h(s, a) = (Qπ
1,h(s, a), Qπ

2,h(s, a), · · · , Qπ
m,h(s, a)) be the

value function and Q-function vectors for MOMDPs, we have the following Bellman equation:

V π
h (s) =

∑
a∈A

Qπ
h(s, a)πh(a|s), Qπ

h(s, a) = rh(s, a) +
∑
s′∈S

Ph(s′|s, a)V π
h+1(s′), (1)

where rh(s, a) := (r1,h(s, a), r2,h(s, a), · · · , rm,h(s, a)). Hereafter, for abbreviation, we denote
PhV (s, a) := ∑

s′∈S Ph(s′|s, a)V (s′) for any V : S 7→ [0, H] throughout this paper. In addition, under
the MORL setting, we refer to the (i-th) objective as the (i-th) value function V π

i,1(s1) associated
with the reward function ri.

3 Learning Goal of Multi-Objective RL
In this section, we revisit some fundamental definitions and properties in multi-objective optimization
and MORL.
Pareto Optimality. In a single-objective RL problem, we aim to find an optimal policy to maximize
the value function V π

1 (s1) defined under a single reward function, i.e., maxπ∈Π V π
1 (s1). Following

this intuition, a straightforward extension from single-objective RL to MORL could be finding a
single optimal policy π which is expected to simultaneously maximize all objectives, i.e.,

max
π∈Π

{
V π

1 (s1) :=
(
V π

1,1(s1), V π
2,1(s1), · · · , V π

m,1(s1)
)}

.

However, such a single optimal policy in general does not exist since those reward functions are
typically diverse and even conflicting. Hence the optimal policy for each objective could be largely
different from each other and eventually no single policy will maximize all objectives concurrently.
In general multi-objective learning, finding the Pareto optimal solutions rather than a (possibly
nonexistent) single global optimum solution becomes the learning goal. Thus, we turn to finding
the Pareto optimal policies, which is regarded as the learning goal for MORL.

Formally, the Pareto optimal policy for MORL based on an MOMDP is defined as follows:

Definition 3.1 (Pareto Optimal Policy). For any two policies π ∈ Π and π′ ∈ Π , we say π′

dominates π if and only if V π′
i,1(s1) ≥ V π

i,1(s1) for all i ∈ [m] and there exists at least one j ∈ [m]
such that V π′

j,1(s1) > V π
j,1(s1). A policy π is a Pareto optimal policy if and only if no other policies

dominate π.

Intuitively, the domination of π′ over π indicates that π′ would be a better solution than π as it
can strictly improve the value of at least one objective without making others worse off. By this
definition, a policy π is Pareto optimal when no other policies can improve the value of an objective
under π without hurting other objectives’ values. The set of all Pareto optimal policies is called the
Pareto set or Pareto front. Across this paper, we denote the Pareto set as Π∗

P.
In particular, the Pareto set Π∗

P has the following fundamental properties. We revisit these
properties as follows and further present their proof under the MORL setting for completeness in
the appendix.
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Property 3.2. The Pareto set Π∗
P satisfies the following properties:

(a) For any policy π /∈ Π∗
P, there always exists a Pareto optimal policy π∗ ∈ Π∗

P dominating π.
(b) A policy π ∈ Π∗

P if and only if π is not dominated by any Pareto optimal policy π∗ ∈ Π∗
P.

The above properties show that Pareto optimal policies dominate non-Pareto-optimal ones
but cannot dominate each other themselves, characterizing the relation between a Pareto optimal
policy and any other policies. Property 3.2 indicates that Pareto optimal policies are “mutually
independent” in a sense. These properties pave the way to proving the Pareto optimality via a
policy’s relation to only other Pareto optimal policies. Based on Property 3.2, we are able to study
crucial properties of an MORL optimization target named the Pareto suboptimality gap in the next
section. On the other hand, when reducing to the single-objective setting where Π∗

P becomes an
optimal policy set, this proposition indicates all optimal policies lead to the same optimal value that
is larger than values under other suboptimal policies, matching the fact in single-objective learning.

In addition to Pareto optimality, we introduce a relatively weaker notion named weak Pareto
optimality as follows:

Definition 3.3 (Weakly Pareto Optimal Policy). A policy π ∈ Π is a weakly Pareto optimal policy
if and only if there are no other policies π′ ∈ Π satisfying V π

i,1(s1) < V π′
i,1 (s1) for all i ∈ [m].

Comparing Definition 3.1 with Definition 3.3, the weak Pareto optimality is achieved when
no other policies can strictly improve all objective functions instead of at least one objective
function as in the definition of Pareto optimality. According to this definition, all optimal policies
ν∗

i ∈ argmaxν V ν
i,1(s1), ∀i ∈ [m], for each objective are weakly Pareto optimal. We consider a

multi-objective multi-arm bandit example, a simple and special MOMDP whose state space size
|S| = 1, episode length H = 1, with a deterministic policy, to illustrate definitions and propositions
in this section.

Example 3.4. We consider a multi-objective multi-arm bandit problem with m = 2 reward functions
r1 and r2 and |A| = 5 actions. We define

r1(a1) = 0.1, r1(a2) = 0.8, r1(a3) = 0.3, r1(a4) = 0.8, r1(a5) = 0.1,

r2(a1) = 0.1, r2(a2) = 0.2, r2(a3) = 0.5, r2(a4) = 0.7, r2(a5) = 0.2.

By definitions, the Pareto optimal arm is a4, while the weakly Pareto optimal arms are both a4 and
a2 since r1(a2) = r1(a4) in spite of r2(a2) < r2(a4). The optimal arms for r1 are a2 and a4, which
are weakly Pareto optimal. The optimal arm for r2 is a4, which is Pareto optimal and hence also
weakly Pareto optimal.

The example above demonstrates that when values are equal under some policies for one objective,
it can result in the presence of weakly Pareto optimal policies that are not Pareto optimal. In this
paper, the set of all weakly Pareto optimal policies is denoted as Π∗

W. By the definitions of (weakly)
Pareto optimal policies, the Pareto set is the subset of the weak Pareto set, i.e.,

Π∗
P ⊆ Π∗

W,

which can also be verified by Example 3.4. Furthermore, according to their definitions, we can show
that under certain conditions, all weakly Pareto optimal policies are Pareto optimal.

Proposition 3.5. If for each π /∈ Π∗
P, there always exists a Pareto optimal policy π∗ ∈ Π∗

P such
that V π

i,1(s1) < V π∗
i,1 (s1) for all i ∈ [m], then we have Π∗

W = Π∗
P.
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The condition in Proposition 3.5 explicitly avoids the presence of a policy π that satisfies
V π

i,1(s1) ≤ V π∗
i,1 (s1) for all i ∈ [m] with V π

j,1(s1) = V π∗
j,1 (s1) for some j ∈ [m], where π∗ ∈ Π∗

P. Such
a case can also be understood through Example 3.4. Moreover, in the following sections, we will
further discuss how Pareto optimal policies can be identified with no prerequisite of Π∗

W = Π∗
P.

Learning Goal — Traversing Pareto Optimal Policies. Based on the above discussions, we
can see that it is critical to find all Pareto optimal policies or weakly Pareto optimal policies rather
than seeking to find a solution to maxπ∈Π V π

1 (s1) which most likely does not exist. Empirically,
a common practice is to map a learner-specified preference vector λ ∈ ∆m to the Pareto optimal
policies, such that all of them can be traversed in a controllable way. Therefore, the learning goal of
MORL is formulated as

Find all π ∈ Π∗
P

controlled by learner-specified preferences λ ∈ ∆m. In the next section, we systematically discuss
how to choose a favorable optimization target to achieve this goal.

4 Optimization Targets for Multi-Objective RL
In order to find (weakly) Pareto optimal policies associated with different learner-specified preference
λ ∈ ∆m, a common practice is to design an optimization target that can properly incorporate
all objectives and the preference λ. Then, we expect to optimize such an optimization target to
obtain a solution that can be (weakly) Pareto optimal. Therefore, various scalarization methods
[Kasimbeyli et al., 2019, Ehrgott, 2005, Steuer, 1986, Drugan and Nowe, 2013] have been proposed
that can scalarize multiple objective functions into a single functional as an optimization target.
Specifically, a favorable optimization target for MORL should

• have controllability of the learned policies under different preferences λ ∈ ∆m,

• have full coverage of all Pareto policies.
In this section, we systematically investigate three major scalarization methods, namely linear
scalarization, Pareto suboptimality gap, and Tchebycheff scalarization, and identify a suitable
scalarization method, i.e., Tchebycheff scalarization, for MORL that meets the above-mentioned
requirements. In this section, a proposition will apply to both stochastic and deterministic policy
classes if no specification is given.

Before our analysis of different optimization targets for MORL, we first study the geometry of
the set of objective values

V(Π) := {V π
1 (s1) | π ∈ Π},

when Π is a stochastic policy class. In particular, Lu et al. [2022] proves that for the stochastic
policy class Π, V(Π) is convex. Our work steps forward and shows the following result.

Proposition 4.1. For the stochastic policy class Π, V(Π) is a convex polytope.

We note that this result only holds for a stochastic policy class. When Π is a deterministic
policy class, the situation will be largely different (e.g., Example 3.4). This proposition provides
a clear characterization of the set of objective values, which is the key to showing properties of
different scalarization methods.
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Linear Scalarization. The most common scalarization method for multi-objective learning is the
linear scalarization of objectives [Geoffrion, 1968, Das and Dennis, 1997, Klamroth and Jørgen, 2007,
Ehrgott, 2005, Steuer, 1986]. For MORL [Puterman, 1990, Van Moffaert et al., 2013b, Ehrgott and
Wiecek, 2005, Wu et al., 2021a, Lu et al., 2022], it can be thus formulated as

LINλ(π) = λ⊤V π
1 (s1),

where λ ∈ ∆m is a vector characterizing learner’s preferences on different objectives. For each
λ, we solve maxπ∈Π LINλ(π) to obtain a solution that could be weakly Pareto optimal. Prior
works [Geoffrion, 1968, Ehrgott, 2005, Steuer, 1986] have proved important properties for linear
scalarization for general multi-objective optimization. When it comes to MORL, we provide a more
specific characterization of the properties of linear scalarization due to the special structure of V(Π).

Proposition 4.2. For a stochastic policy class Π, the maximizers of linear scalarization satisfy
{π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m} = Π∗

W and {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o
m} = Π∗

P.
For a deterministic policy class Π, we have {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m} ⊆ Π∗

W and
{π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o

m} ⊆ Π∗
P. A (weakly) Pareto optimal policy may not be the

solution to maxπ∈Π LINλ(π) for any λ ∈ ∆m when Π is a deterministic policy class.

This proposition shows that when policies are allowed to be stochastic, we can find all (weakly)
Pareto optimal policies by solving maxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m or λ ∈ ∆o

m. We can determine if
the solution is a Pareto optimal policy, rather than merely a weakly Pareto optimal policy, by
the setting of λ. However, Proposition 4.2 indicates that for a deterministic policy class Π, the
solutions to maxπ∈Π LINλ(π) may not cover all (weakly) Pareto optimal policies. In Appendix B.2,
we illustrate this claim via a multi-objective multi-arm bandit example, a special case of MORL
with a deterministic policy, where the solutions to maxπ∈Π λ⊤V π

1 (s1) fail to identify all Pareto
optimal arms. This result motivates us to further explore other scalarization methods.
Pareto Suboptimality Gap. To measure the difference between a policy and the Pareto set Π∗

P,
recent works on multi-objective online learning study efficient algorithms of finding zeros of the
Pareto suboptimality gap [Drugan and Nowe, 2013, Turgay et al., 2018, Lu et al., 2019, Jiang et al.,
2023]. We adapt the definition of the Pareto suboptimality gap to MORL inspired by these works.

Definition 4.3 (Pareto Suboptimality Gap). The Pareto suboptimality gap PSG(π) for a policy
π ∈ Π is defined as the minimal value of ϵ ≥ 0 such that there exists one objective whose value for
the policy π added ϵ is larger than the value under the Pareto optimal policy of V π

1 (s1), i.e.,

PSG(π) := inf
ϵ≥0

ϵ,

s.t. ∀π∗ ∈ Π∗
P : ∃i ∈ [m], V π

i,1(s1) + ϵ > V π∗
i,1 (s1), or ∀i ∈ [m], V π

i,1(s1) + ϵ = V π∗
i,1 (s1).

(2)

Here PSG(π) measures the discrepancy between a policy π and Π∗
P in terms of the value function

with PSG(π) ≥ 0. Intuitively, it shows that after shifting the value function via V π
i,1(s1) + ϵ with a

minimal ϵ for all i ∈ [m], the policy π behaves similarly to the Pareto optimal policy in Π∗
P in terms

of the notion of non-dominance. To further facilitate the understanding, inspired by Jiang et al.
[2023], we obtain an equivalent formulation of the Pareto suboptimality gap for MORL:

Proposition 4.4 (Equivalent Form of PSG). PSG(π) is equivalently formulated as

PSG(π) = supπ∗∈Π∗
P

infλ∈∆m λ⊤(V π∗
1 (s1) − V π

1 (s1)
)
. (3)
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The above proposition indicates that the Pareto suboptimality gap is inherently in a sup-inf
form, where the preference vector λ ∈ ∆m behaves adaptively to combine each objective such that
the gap between the Pareto set Π∗

P and a policy π is minimized.
Although the Pareto suboptimality gap has been used in a number of prior works, its properties

are not fully investigated, particularly the sufficiency and necessity of PSG(π) = 0 for π being
(weakly) Pareto optimal. Previous works [Drugan and Nowe, 2013, Turgay et al., 2018, Lu et al., 2019,
Jiang et al., 2023] have shown the necessity of it, i.e., π being Pareto optimal implies PSG(π) = 0.
However, the critical question of whether PSG(π) = 0 implies the Pareto optimality of π remains
elusive. In what follows, by employing Property 3.2, we contribute to resolving this question by the
proposition below:

Proposition 4.5. The set of all zeros of PSG(π) satisfies {π ∈ Π | PSG(π) = 0} = Π∗
W.

This proposition indicates that all weakly Pareto optimal policies can be identified by finding
zeros of PSG(π), and thus PSG(π) = 0 is a sufficient and necessary condition for π being (weakly)
Pareto optimal. The claim is also sufficiently general for multi-objective learning problems and not
limited to the reinforcement learning setting. Although (weakly) Pareto optimal policies can be
achieved via PSG(π), Proposition 4.4 indicates that we have no controllability of the solutions as
the underlying preference λ ∈ ∆m is not explicitly determined by learners. Thus, it remains unclear
how to traverse the (weak) Pareto optimal policies utilizing the Pareto suboptimality gap, which
motivates us to explore other scalarization methods.
Tchebycheff Scalarization. We further investigate Tchebycheff scalarization [Miettinen, 1999,
Lin et al., 2024, Ehrgott, 2005, Bowman Jr, 1976, Klamroth and Jørgen, 2007, Choo and Atkins,
1983, Klamroth and Jørgen, 2007, Steuer, 1986] that is widely studied in multi-objective learning.
Following these works, we adapt the definition of Tchebycheff scalarization to MORL as follows:

Definition 4.6 (Tchebycheff Scalarization). Tchebycheff scalarization converts the original MORL
problem into a minimization problem of the following optimization target, i.e.,

TCHλ(π) := max
i∈[m]

{λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π

i,1(s1))}, (4)

where λ = [λi]mi=1 ∈ ∆m is a preference vector defined by the learner, V ∗
i,1(s1) := maxπ∈Π V π

i,1(s1) is
the maximum of the i-th value function, and ι > 0 is a sufficiently small pre-defined regularizer.

Definition 4.6 shows that TCHλ(π) is defined based on a vector λ ∈ ∆m that can be viewed as
a preference over different objectives. Next, following Choo and Atkins [1983], Ehrgott [2005] for
multi-objective optimization, we have that for MORL, TCHλ(π) has the following property:

Proposition 4.7. The solutions to the minimization problem of Tchebycheff scalarization under all
λ ∈ ∆o

m satisfy {π | π ∈ minπ∈Π TCHλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o
m} = Π∗

W. Moreover, if π is a unique solution
to minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) for a preference λ, then π is Pareto optimal.

Proposition 4.7 indicates that by solving minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) for all λi > 0, we can obtain all
Pareto optimal policies. However, it is noted that the solution to minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) for a λ may
not be unique. It is computationally not easy to find all solutions to an optimization problem.
Therefore, it is crucial to look into the relation between the distribution of Pareto optimal policies
and the problem minπ∈Π TCHλ(π). Then, using Proposition 4.7, we prove the following result:
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𝛌

(a) Linear

(0.8 + 𝜄, 0.8 + 𝜄)

𝛌′

𝛌′′

(b) Tchebycheff

𝛌′

(0.8 + 𝜄, 0.8 + 𝜄)

𝛌′′

(c) Smooth Tchebycheff

Figure 1: Example of Scalarization Methods for Stochastic Policy Class. Consider a bi-objective multi-
arm bandit problem with stochastic policies, whose reward functions are r1(a1) = 0.2, r1(a2) = 0.8 and
r2(a1) = 0.8, r2(a2) = 0.2. The red dots in the figures are (r1(a1), r2(a1)) and (r1(a2), r2(a2)). The red lines
represent reward values under all stochastic Pareto optimal policies. We show the level sets of different
scalarization functions in terms of (r1, r2), i.e., Linear scalarization

∑2
i=1 λiri, Tchebycheff scalarization

maxi λi(0.8 + ι − ri), and smooth Tchebycheff scalarization µ log
∑2

i=1 e
λi(0.8+ι−ri)

µ . The blue dotted lines are
the level sets for the optimal (maximal or minimal) scalarization function values with (r1, r2) defined on the
red lines. Then, linear scalarization does not differentiate different Pareto values, but (smooth) Tchebycheff
scalarization can identify each point by setting different λ, showing better solution controllability.

Proposition 4.8. There always exists a subset Λ ⊆ ∆m such that {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π TCHλ(π), ∀λ ∈
Λ ⊆ ∆o

m} = Π∗
P. Supposing that π∗

λ is one arbitrary solution to minπ∈Π TCHλ(π), for a λ ∈ Λ, all
the solutions to minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) are Pareto optimal with the same value V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) for all i ∈ [m].

This proposition implies that for λ ∈ Λ, each solution to minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) is Pareto optimal,
and all the solutions are equivalent in terms of their values. Therefore, although it is computationally
not easy to estimate all solutions, it will be satisfactory to obtain only one solution for each λ ∈ ∆o

m.
In this way, the subset Λ is covered, and we obtain all representative Pareto optimal policies that
are equivalent to others in terms of their values on each objective. Please see more discussion from
the algorithmic perspective in Remark 5.4. Such favorable properties of both the controllability
of the solutions and the full coverage of Pareto optimal policies motivate us to develop efficient
algorithms to solve the problem of minπ∈Π TCHλ(π). In the following sections, we propose such
efficient algorithms and prove their sample efficiency.

Remark 4.9 (Linear Scalarization vs. Tchebycheff Scalarization.). From the above propositions,
we can observe that for the deterministic policy class, Tchebycheff scalarization can find all Pareto
optimal policies, whereas linear scalarization fails to do so. Additionally, for the stochastic policy
class, we discover that it is computationally difficult to identify all representative Pareto optimal
policies utilizing linear scalarization under certain situations. Particularly, when V π

1 (s1) for a set of
Pareto optimal policies π lie on a hyperplane in the form of λ

⊤
V π

1 (s1) = C for some C > 0 and λ,
then we need to find all the solutions to maxπ LINλ(π), since all these Pareto optimal policies have
the same preference λ defined based on linear scalarization. In contrast, Proposition 4.8 indicates
that for each of V π

1 (s1) on λ
⊤

V π
1 (s1) = C under different π’s, we can use different λ’s that are

associated with distinct π’s and solve minπ TCHλ(π) to obtain one representative policy for each
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λ. In Figure 1, we illustrate the above discussion via a bi-objective multi-arm bandit example. The
discussion above implies that Tchebycheff scalarization has better controllability over its solution
and thus is recognized as a favorable scalarization method for MORL. Furthermore, in Section 7, we
study an extension of Tchebycheff scalarization named smooth Tchebycheff scalarization, which also
has a better controllability of its solution compared to the linear scalarization. We refer readers to
Section 7 for more details, where we prove that the smooth Tchebycheff scalarization offers a more
advantageous property compared to the original Tchebycheff scalarization in finding Pareto optimal
policies. In Table 1, we provide a detailed comparison of different scalarization methods.

5 MORL via Tchebycheff Scalarization
In this section, we propose an efficient algorithm to solve minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) for any given λ. We
note that since all our proposed algorithms in this paper allow mixture policies and utilize the
minimax theorem [v. Neumann, 1928], according to Wu et al. [2021b], Miryoosefi and Jin [2022],
the proposed algorithms only solve the problem within a stochastic policy class Π. However, for the
deterministic policy class, one may need different algorithmic design ideas to solve this problem.
We leave designing efficient algorithms for the deterministic policy class as an open question.
Reformulation of Tchebycheff Scalarization. We note that although (4) has favorable properties,
it is a non-smooth function, and thus minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) is difficult to solve directly. To resolve this
challenge, we propose the following equivalent form for Tchebycheff scalarization loss.

Proposition 5.1 (Equivalent form of TCH). Letting w = (w1, w2, · · · , wm) ∈ ∆m, the Tchebycheff
scalarization is reformulated as TCHλ(π) = maxw∈∆m max{νi∈Π}m

i=1

∑m
i=1 wiλi(V νi

i,1(s1)+ι−V π
i,1(s1)).

Then, the minimization problem of Tchebycheff scalarization is reformulated as

min
π∈Π

TCHλ(π) = min
π∈Π

max
w∈∆m

max
{νi∈Π}m

i=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi
(
V νi

i,1(s1) + ι − V π
i,1(s1)

)
. (5)

Proposition 5.1 converts the original problem into a min-max-max problem, which can avoid a
non-smooth objective function and thus is expected to have a nice convergence performance. This
formulation can better fit the UBC-based algorithmic framework, which motivates us to design
efficient optimistic MORL algorithms. Furthermore, we remark that the above proposition also offers
a feasible reformulation of Tchebycheff scalarization that can be better applied to multi-objective
stochastic optimization or multi-objective online learning, which are not restricted to MORL.
Algorithm. We now propose an algorithm named TchRL to solve (5), as summarized in Algorithm
1, that can efficiently learn the (weakly) Pareto optimal solution for a given preference vector λ.
According to (5), to solve such a min-max-max optimization problem, Algorithm 1 features three
alternate updating procedures to update wt, auxiliary policies νt

i for i ∈ [m], and the main policy
πt, along with optimistic estimation of Q-functions to facilitate exploration.

Specifically, as (5) aims to maximize w, Line 3 performs a mirror ascent step, which can keep
any of its iterates in ∆m without an extra projection step. The update of wt is equivalent to solving
a maximization problem as

max
w∈∆m

η⟨w, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t−1
1 (s1) + ι − V t−1

1 (s1))⟩ − DKL(w, wt−1),
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where DKL(x, y) := ∑m
i=1 xi log(xi/yi) is the Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence, ι is an all-ι vector,

and Ṽ t−1
1 := (Ṽ t−1

1,1 , · · · , Ṽ t−1
m,1 ), and V t−1

1 := (V t−1
1,1 , · · · , V t−1

m,1 ) from the last round. In addition,
Algorithm 1 updates two types of policies, i.e., the auxiliary policies ν̃t

i , ∀i ∈ [m], and the main
policy πt, respectively in Line 6 and Line 8. The auxiliary policy ν̃t

i tracks the individual optimal
policy ν∗

i := argmaxνi
V νi

i,1(s1) for the i-th objective associated with the reward function ri, while πt

is the estimate of π∗
λ := minπ∈Π TCHλ(π), namely, the (weakly) Pareto optimal policy under the

given preference λ. We further employ two Q-functions, Q̃t
i,h and Qt

i,h, as estimates of Q
ν∗

i
i,h and Q

π∗
λ

i,h.
Thus, ν̃t

i is obtained solely based on Q̃t
i,h, while πt is updated by a linear combination of Q̃t

i,h over
all i ∈ [m] by wt ⊙ λ, incorporating the preference λ and the current weight wt. Due to the greedy
updating rules for both policies, ν̃t

i,h and πt
h are hence deterministic policies based on Q̃t

i,h+1 and
(wt ⊙ λ)⊤Qt

h. Here, the Q-functions Q̃t
i,h and Qt

i,h are constructed via “the principle of optimism in
the face of uncertainty” by calling Subroutine 1, which will be elaborated below. In Lines 9 and 10,
we further sample trajectories following ν̃t

i and πt
i to update the datasets D̃i,h and Di,h respectively

for the construction of Q̃t+1
i,h and Qt+1

i,h in the next round.
The function OptQ in Subroutine 1 performs optimistic Q-function construction based on the

collected trajectories {sτ
h, aτ

h, sτ
h+1, rτ

i,h(sτ
h, aτ

h)}H,ℓ−1
h,τ=1 , and returns the optimistic Q-function Qi,h. It

first estimates the reward functions r̂ℓ
i and transition model P̂ℓ as well as bonus terms Ψℓ

i,h and Φℓ
h

for such a construction. The bonus terms will then have larger values for less-explored state-action
pairs and thus facilitate the exploration of those state-action pairs during the learning process. Our
work considers a tabular case such that the reward functions and transition are estimated by

r̂ℓ
i,h(s, a) =

∑ℓ−1
τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ

h
,aτ

h
)}rτ

i,h

N ℓ−1
h (s, a) ∨ 1

, P̂ℓ
h(s′|s, a) = N ℓ−1

h (s, a, s′)
N ℓ−1

h (s, a) ∨ 1
, (6)

where 1{·} is an indicator function, N ℓ−1
h (s, a, s′) = ∑ℓ−1

τ=1 1{(s,a,s′)=(sτ
h

,aτ
h

,sτ
h+1)} and N ℓ−1

h (s, a) =∑ℓ−1
τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ

h
,aτ

h
)}. Denoting x ∨ y = max{x, y} and x ∧ y = min{x, y}, the reward bonus and

transition bonus terms are constructed by

Ψℓ
i,h(s, a) =

√
2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

N ℓ−1
h (s, a) ∨ 1

∧ 1, Φℓ
h(s, a) =

√
2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

N ℓ−1
h (s, a) ∨ 1

∧ H, (7)

such that the true reward and transition satisfy |r̂ℓ−1
i,h (s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψℓ

i,h(s, a) and |P̂ℓ
hV (s, a) −

PhV (s, a)| ≤ Φℓ
h(s, a) for any function V : S 7→ [0, H] with probability at least 1 − δ. This relation

can be verified by applying Hoeffding’s inequality, as shown in our appendix.
Theoretical Result. The following theorem provides a theoretical guarantee for Algorithm 1.

Theorem 5.2 (Theoretical Guarantee for TchRL). Setting η =
√

log m/(H2T ), letting π̂ :=
Mix(π1, π2, · · · , πT ) be a mixture of the learned policies, π∗

λ ∈ argminπ∈Π TCHλ(π) for any pref-
erence vector λ ∈ ∆m, then with probability at least 1 − δ, after T rounds of Algorithm 1, we
obtain

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ O

(√
H4|S|2|A|ϱ/T

)
,

where ϱ := log(m|S||A|HT/δ).
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Algorithm 1 TchRL: Multi-Objective RL via Tchebycheff Scalarization
1: Initialize: λ, π0

h(·|·) = ν0
i,h(·|·) = Unif(A), Di = D̂i = ∅, w0

i = 1/m, V 0
i,h(·) = Ṽ 0

i,h(·) = 0, ∀(i, h)
2: for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
3: Update w via wt

i ∝ wt−1
i · exp{η · λi(Ṽ t−1

i,1 (s1) + ι − V t−1
i,1 (s1))}, ∀i ∈ [m]

4: for h = H, H − 1, . . . , 1 do
5: Q̃t

i,h = OptQ
(
D̃i,h, Ṽ t

i,h+1
)

where Ṽ t
i,h+1(·) = ⟨Q̃t

i,h+1(·, ·), ν̃t
i,h+1(·|·)⟩A, ∀i ∈ [m]

6: Update auxiliary policies ν̃t
i,h = argmaxνh

⟨Q̃t
i,h(·, ·), νh(·|·)⟩A, ∀i ∈ [m]

7: Qt
i,h = OptQ

(
Di,h, V t

i,h+1
)

where V t
i,h+1(·) = ⟨Qt

i,h+1(·, ·), πt
h+1(·|·)⟩A, ∀i ∈ [m]

8: Update main policy πt
h = argmaxπh

⟨(wt ⊙ λ)⊤Qt
h(·, ·), πh(·|·)⟩A

9: Sample data {s̃t
i,h, ãt

i,h, s̃t
i,h+1, r̃t

i,h}H
h=1 ∼ (ν̃t

i ,P) and append it to D̃i,h, ∀(i, h)
10: Sample data {st

h, at
h, st

h+1, (rt
i,h)m

i=1}H
h=1 ∼ (πt,P) and append (st

h, at
h, st

h+1, rt
i,h) to Di,h, ∀(i, h)

11: Return: {πt}T
t=1

Subroutine 1 OptQ: Optimistic Q-Function Construction
Function: OptQ

(
{sτ

h, aτ
h, sτ

h+1, rτ
i,h(sτ

h, aτ
h)}H,ℓ−1

h,τ=1 , Vi,h+1
)

▷ Construct optimistic Q-function
1: Calculate reward and transition estimates r̂ℓ

h, P̂ℓ
h via (6)

2: Calculate reward and transition bonuses Ψℓ
i,h, Φℓ

h via (7)
3: Qi,h(·, ·) = {(r̂ℓ

i,h + P̂ℓ
hVi,h+1 + Φℓ

h + Ψℓ
i,h)(·, ·)}[0,H−h+1]

4: Return: {Qi,h}H
h=1

When we set T = Õ(H4|S|2|A|/ε2), we are able to achieve TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ ε, where Õ

hides logarithmic dependence on ε−1, H, |S|, |A|, and m. It implies that for one λ, Algorithm 1
requires Õ(mH4|S|2|A|/ε2) sample complexity to achieve an ε-error, where the extra factor m is
from the m rounds of exploration in Lines 9 and 10.

Denoting π̂ as a mixture of {π1, π2, · · · , πT }, we let π̂ be the output of this algorithm, following
prior RL works Miryoosefi and Jin [2022], Wu et al. [2021b], Altman [2021]. The policy π̂ is executed
by randomly selecting a policy πt from {π1, π2, · · · , πT } with equal probability beforehand and
then exclusively following πt thereafter, which implies V π̂

i,1(s1) = 1
T

∑T
t=1 V πt

i,1 (s1) [Wu et al., 2021b,
Miryoosefi and Jin, 2022] for theoretical analysis.

Moreover, we can also use the notion of the occupancy measure to estimate π̂. Specifi-
cally, denoting by θh(s, a; π) the joint distribution of (s, a) at step h induced by π and P, we
have V π

i,1(s1) = ∑H
h=1

∑
s∈S

∑
a∈A θh(s, a; π)ri,h(s, a). The occupancy measure can be dynam-

ically calculated as θh+1(s′, a′; π) = ∑
s∈S

∑
a∈A θh(s, a; π)Ph(s′|s, a)πh+1(a′|s′). The policy π

can be recovered as πh(a|s) = θh(s,a;π)∑
a∈A θh(s,a;π) . By the definition of the policy mixture, we have

θh(s, a; π̂) = 1
T

∑T
t=1 θh(s, a; πt). If we know the true transition P, we can recover π̂ by θh(s, a; π̂).

Practically, we can substitute P with an estimate of P̂T −1. When T is large enough, the estimate of
π̂ will be sufficiently accurate. For the multi-arm bandit problem, since it has no transition model,
we directly have π̂ = 1

T

∑T
t=1 πt.

To avoid the policy mixture, a more intriguing future direction is to further explore the theoretical
guarantee of the last-iterate convergence along with using variants of policy optimization methods,
which demands a more complex algorithmic design.
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Remark 5.3. Algorithm 1 constructs optimistic Q-functions based on trajectories generated by
their own corresponding policies πt and ν̃t

i , ∀i ∈ [m], as in Lines 9 and 10. It is intriguing to
investigate off-policy algorithmic designs [Andrychowicz et al., 2017, Yu et al., 2021a], such as
hindsight experience replay and importance sampling, to improve sample efficiency by utilizing data
across policies. Such a topic is of independent interest and the related theoretical analysis can be
left as a future research direction. However, in the next section, our new algorithm can avoid such
multiple exploration rounds by an uncertainty-guided preference-free exploration method.

Remark 5.4. Tchebycheff scalarization does not explicitly distinguish between Pareto optimal
policies and other weakly Pareto optimal policies based on the setting of λ. One may consider using
1
T

∑T
t=1 V t

i,1(s1) to estimate V π̂
i,1(s1) = 1

T

∑T
t=1 V πt

i,1 (s1) for a sufficiently large T and comparing the
estimated values of V π̂

i,1(s1) under different λ to rule out non-Pareto-optimal policies within certain
error tolerance, which, however, might be numerically unstable. In practice, weakly Pareto optimal
policies are often considered acceptable solutions as they can also capture the trade-off of learners’
preferences across different objectives, especially when V(Π) is convex for a stochastic policy Π.

6 Preference-Free MORL via Tchebycheff Scalarization
Algorithm. Although Algorithm 1 has the controllability of the policy learning that can incorporate
learner’s preference λ, it always requires exploration of the environment once a new preference vector
λ is given, which will incur high costs of environment interaction if many different preferences are
considered. This motivates us to further design a new preference-free algorithmic framework named
PF-TchRL. This new algorithm features decoupled exploration and planning phases as summarized
in Algorithms 2 and 3. Once the exploration stage, i.e., Algorithm 2, thoroughly explores the
environment to collect trajectories D without any designated preference λ, we can then execute
the planning phase, Algorithm 3, using D for any diverse input preferences λ ∈ ∆m, requiring no
additional environment interaction.

Specifically, in Algorithm 2, Line 4 estimates the transition model and bonus terms, where
P̂t

h, Ψt
i,h, and Φt

h are instantiated according to (6) and (7) with collected trajectories before the
t-th exploration round, i.e., {sτ

h, aτ
h, sτ

h+1}H,t−1
h,τ=1 . Furthermore, in Line 5, we define the exploration

reward rt
h based on the reward and transition bonus terms. Such a reward design can guide the

agent to explore the most uncertain state-action pairs, where the uncertainty is characterized by
both reward and transition bonus terms. There are two construction options for the exploration
reward: option [I] employs a maximum operation on bonuses, and option [II] takes summation over
all bonuses, leading to different theoretical results presented below. Then, Line 6 constructs an
optimistic Q-function Q

t
h based on the estimated transition, the transition bonus that guarantees

optimism, and the exploration reward. Line 7 generates the exploration policy πt, via which we
further sample data as in Line 8. Note that although we collect rewards in Line 8, they are not used
to construct Q

t
h as the exploration is only guided by uncertainty-based explore reward rt rather

than the estimated true reward, such that the collected data can have a sufficiently wide coverage
of all policies.

Finally, in the planning phase, i.e., Algorithm 3, we first estimate the reward and transition as

r̂i,h(s, a) =
∑T

τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ
h

,aτ
h

)}rτ
i,h

NT
h (s, a) ∨ 1

, P̂h(s′|s, a) = NT
h (s, a, s′)

NT
h (s, a) ∨ 1

, (8)
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Algorithm 2 Preference-Free Exploration Stage for Multi-Objective RL
1: Initialize: π0

h(·|·) = Unif(A), ∀h ∈ [H], D = ∅
2: for t = 1, . . . , T do
3: for h = H, H − 1, . . . , 1 do
4: Calculate the transition estimate P̂t

h, and reward and transition bonuses Ψt
i,h, Φt

h, ∀(i, h)

5: Uncertainty-guided exploration reward rt
h(·, ·) =

{
max{Φt

h(·, ·)/H, Ψt
1,h(·, ·), · · · , Ψt

m,h(·, ·)} [I]
Φt

h(·, ·)/H +
∑m

i=1 Ψt
i,h(·, ·) [II]

6: Q
t

h(·, ·) = {(rt
h + P̂t

hV
t

h+1 + Φt
h)(·, ·)}[0,H−h+1] where V

t

h+1(·) = ⟨Qt

h+1(·, ·), πt
h+1(·|·)⟩A

7: Generate exploration policy πt
h = argmaxπh

〈
Q

t

h(·, ·), πh(·|·)
〉

A

8: Uncertainty-guided sampling {st
h, at

h, st
h+1, (rt

i,h)m
i=1}H

h=1 ∼ (πt,P) and append it to D

9: Return: D

Algorithm 3 Planning Stage for PF-TchRL

1: Input: Preference λ and pre-collected data D := {st
h, at

h, st
h+1, (rt

i,h)m
i=1}T

t=1 by Algorithm 2
2: Initialize: η0 = 0, V 0

i,h(·) = 0, w0
i = 1/m, Ṽi,H+1(·) = 0, ∀(i, h) ∈ [m] × [H]

3: Calculate reward and transition estimates r̂i,h, P̂h and bonus terms Ψi,h, Φh via (8) (9), ∀(i, h)
4: for h = H, H − 1, . . . , 1 do
5: Q̃i,h(·, ·) = {(r̂i,h + P̂hṼi,h+1 + Φh + Ψi,h)(·, ·)}[0,H−h+1], ∀i ∈ [m]
6: ν̃i,h = argmaxνh

⟨Q̃i,h(·, ·), νh(·|·)⟩A and let Ṽi,h(·) = ⟨Q̃i,h(·, ·), ν̃i,h(·|·)⟩A, ∀i ∈ [m]
7: for k = 1, . . . , K do
8: Update w via wk

i ∝ wk−1
i · exp{ηk−1 · λi(Ṽi,1(s1) + ι − V k−1

i,1 (s1))}, ∀i ∈ [m]
9: for h = H, H − 1, . . . , 1 do

10: Qk
i,h(·, ·) = {(r̂i,h + P̂hV k

i,h+1 + Φh + Ψi,h)(·, ·)}[0,H−h+1], ∀i ∈ [m]
11: πk

h = argmaxπh
⟨(wk ⊙ λ)⊤Qk

h(·, ·), πh(·|·)⟩A and let V k
i,h(·) = ⟨Qk

i,h(·, ·), πk
h(·|·)⟩A, ∀i ∈ [m]

12: Return: {πk}K
k=1

and calculate their bonus terms as

Ψi,h(s, a) =
√

2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)
NT

h (s, a) ∨ 1
∧ 1, Φh(s, a) =

√
2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

NT
h (s, a) ∨ 1

∧ H, (9)

based on the pre-collected data D in Algorithm 2. Then, for any input preference λ, we construct
optimistic Q-functions, calculate ν̃i to estimate ν̃∗

i , and iteratively update wk and πk for K rounds
without further exploration, which significantly saves the exploration cost. The updating steps of
wk and πk share a similar spirit as the ones in Algorithm 1. The updating rule of wk is a mirror
ascent step, equivalent to solving the following problem.

max
w∈∆m

ηk−1⟨w, λ ⊙ (Ṽ k−1
1 (s1) + ι − V k−1

1 (s1))⟩ − DKL(w, wk−1).

Remark 6.1 (Exploration Reward). Line 5 in Algorithm 2 defines the exploration reward rt by
taking maximum over bonus terms in option [I]. We note that option [I] fits the case where bonus
terms share the same structure, e.g., 1/

√
N t−1

h (s, a) ∨ 1 in the tabular case. Thus, the maximum is
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indeed taken over the factors other than 1/
√

N t−1
h (s, a) ∨ 1 in bonus terms. For general cases, when

there is no such similar structure, e.g., different feature representations in function approximation
settings, we can apply a summation of all bonuses as in option [II], which, however, will introduce
extra an O(m) term to the exploration complexity as we show in our theoretical result. It remains an
intriguing direction to study our proposed algorithms under various function approximation settings.

Remark 6.2 (Comparison with Reward-Free RL). Algorithm 2 shares a similar spirit to the prior
reward-free exploration methods (e.g., Wang et al. [2020], Qiu et al. [2021b], Jin et al. [2020a],
Zhang et al. [2023, 2021]) but has two differences: (1) Algorithm 2 defines exploration rewards rt

using both reward and transition uncertainties, and (2) it also collects rewards for reward estimation
in the planning phase. Reward-free RL defines rt solely based on the transition bonus, and the
reward function is fully given instead of being estimated. Hence, Algorithm 2 generalizes these prior
reward-free exploration methods. The MORL work [Wu et al., 2021a] also proposes a preference-free
algorithm. But its algorithm is very similar to the prior reward-free methods as the reward function
is not estimated and is directly given in the planning phase. We remark that Algorithm 2 is not
limited to the Tchebycheff scalarization, but can be applied to any MORL scalarization technique. As
shown in the following section, Algorithm 2 is also utilized for the smooth Tchebycheff scalarization.

Theoretical Result. The following theorem provides theoretical guarantee for Algorithms 2 and 3.

Theorem 6.3 (Theoretical Guarantee for PF-TchRL). Setting ηk =
√

log m/(H2K) if k > 0
and 0 otherwise, letting π̂ := Mix(π1, π2, · · · , πK) be a mixture of the learned policies and π∗

λ ∈
argminπ∈Π TCHλ(π) for any preference vector λ ∈ ∆m, then with probability at least 1 − δ, after T
rounds of exploration via Algorithm 2 and K rounds of planning via Algorithm 3, we obtain

[I] : TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ O

(√
H2 log m/K +

√
H6|S|2|A|ϱ/T

)
,

[II] : TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ O

(√
H2 log m/K +

√
(H2|S| + m)H4|S||A|ϱ/T

)
.

where ϱ := log(m|S||A|HT/δ), and [I] and [II] correspond to different options in Algorithm 2.

Setting the numbers of the planning steps K = Õ(H2/ε2) and the exploration rounds T =
Õ(H6|S|2|A|/ε2) for option [I] or T = Õ((H2|S| + m)H4|S||A|/ε2) for option [II], we can achieve
TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗

λ) ≤ ε. We can see option [II] has an extra dependence on m, stemming from
the sum operation of all bonus terms. Moreover, compared with Theorem 5.2, Theorem 6.3 has
an additional factor H2 which is also observed in the prior reward-free RL works when compared
with online algorithms (see, e.g., Jin et al. [2020b], Wang et al. [2020], Yang et al. [2020], Qiu et al.
[2021b]). However, although such an extra factor H2 exists, when a learner expects to have sufficient
coverage of the (weakly) Pareto optimal set under a large number of preferences λ ∈ ∆m, Algorithm
1 requires exploration for every λ, while Algorithm 2 only explore once, significantly saving the
exploration cost.

7 Extension to Smooth Tchebycheff Scalarization
Most recently, inspired by smoothing techniques for non-smooth optimization problems [Nesterov,
2005, Beck and Teboulle, 2012, Chen, 2012], Lin et al. [2024] proposes a smoothed version of
Tchebycheff scalarization for multi-objective optimization by utilizing the infimal convolution
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Weak Pareto Pareto
Scalarization Method

Sto. Det. Sto. Det.
Controllable Discriminating

Linear All Subset All Subset ✓(∗) ✓

Pareto Suboptimality Gap All All All All ✗ ✗

Tchebycheff All All All All ✓ ✗

Smooth Tchebycheff All Subset All All ✓ ✓

Table 1: Comparison of Scalarization Methods. “Controllable” refers to whether a scalarization method has
the controllability of its solution by the preference λ. “Discriminating” indicates whether the scalarization
method is able to determine if its solution is a Pareto optimal policy, rather than merely a weakly Pareto
optimal policy, based solely on whether the preference vector λ is in ∆o

m or not. “Subset” indicates that
the scalarization method is capable of finding a subset of (weakly) Pareto optimal policies. “All” indicates
that the scalarization method can identify all (weakly) Pareto optimal policies. “Sto.” and “Det.” denote
the stochastic policy class and the deterministic policy class respectively. The notation (∗) indicates less
controllability compared with (smooth) Tchebycheff scalarization, as discussed in Remark 4.9.

smoothing method Beck and Teboulle [2012]. In this section, we adapt the definition of the smooth
Tchebycheff scalarization [Lin et al., 2024] to the MORL scenario.

Definition 7.1 (Smooth Tchebycheff Scalarization). Smooth Tchebycheff scalarization converts the
original MORL problem into a minimization problem of the scalarized optimization target,

STCHµ
λ(π) := µ log

[
m∑

i=1
exp

(
λi(V ∗

i,1(s1) + ι − V π
i,1(s1))

µ

)]
, (10)

where λ = [λi]mi=1 ∈ ∆m is a preference vector defined by the learner, V ∗
i,1(s1) := maxπ∈Π V π

i,1(s1) is
the maximum of the i-th value function, ι is a sufficiently small pre-defined regularizer with ι > 0,
and µ is the smoothing parameter.

Specifically, according to Lin et al. [2024], we note that STCHµ
λ(π) and TCHλ(π) satisfy the

following relation,

STCHµ
λ(π) − µ log m ≤ TCHλ(π) ≤ STCHµ

λ(π), (11)

which indicates that the approximation error of TCHλ(π) by STCHµ
λ(π) is µ log m. If µ is set to be

sufficiently small, then we obtain that TCHλ(π) ≃ STCHµ
λ(π). Moreover, if we set µ = ε/(2 log m),

then TCHλ(π) − minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) ≤ STCHµ
λ(π) − minπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π) + ε/2. This implies that an
ε/2-approximate optimal solution to minπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π) is also an ε-approximate optimal solution
to minπ∈Π TCHλ(π).

We further study the properties of the solutions to minπ∈Π STCHµ
λ(π) in the next proposition.

Proposition 7.2. For a stochastic policy class Π, the minimizers of smooth Tchebycheff scalariza-
tion satisfy {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m} = Π∗
W and {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π),
∀λ ∈ ∆o

m} = Π∗
P for any µ > 0. For a deterministic policy class Π, we have {π | π ∈

argminπ∈Π STCHµ
λ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m} ⊆ Π∗

W and that there exists µ∗ > 0 such that for any 0 < µ < µ∗,
{π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o
m} = Π∗

P. A weakly Pareto optimal policy may not be the
solution to maxπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π) for any λ ∈ ∆m and µ > 0 when Π is a deterministic policy class.
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This proposition indicates that under certain conditions, we can identify all Pareto optimal poli-
cies by minimizing the smooth Tchebycheff scalarization with the preference λ ∈ ∆o

m with excluding
other weakly Pareto optimal policies that are not Pareto optimal. This is a more favorable property
than the one for the ordinary Tchebycheff scalarization as shown in Proposition 4.7. Minimizing
the ordinary Tchebycheff scalarization for a λ ∈ ∆o

m may find weakly Pareto optimal policies that
are not Pareto optimal, as discussed in Proposition 4.7. We summarized each scalarization method
in Table 1. This demonstrates that the smooth Tchebycheff scalarization is more advantageous in
finding Pareto optimal policies, which offers better controllability and discriminating capability.

We then have the following proposition to show the distribution of the Pareto optimal policies:

Proposition 7.3. For a policy class Π (either deterministic or stochastic), there exists 0 < µ∗ ≤ ∞
such that for any 0 < µ < µ∗, the Pareto optimal policies that are the solutions to minπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π)
for a λ ∈ ∆o

m have the same values on all objectives.

This proposition implies that all the solutions to minπ∈Π STCHµ
λ(π) for a λ ∈ ∆o

m are equivalent
in terms of their values. Therefore, together with Proposition 7.2, the proposition above indicates
that obtaining a single solution for each λ ∈ ∆o

m can achieve every point in V(Π) that corresponds to
the Pareto front. By solving for a single solution to minπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π) for each λ ∈ ∆o
m, we obtain

representative Pareto optimal policies.
We note that Lin et al. [2024] proposes a gradient-based method to minimize the smooth

Tchebycheff scalarization, which is difficult to generalize to the UCB-based RL methods. Therefore,
we contribute to identifying the following equivalent optimization problem of minπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π),
which better fits the MORL scenario. The following proposition also offers a favorable reformulation
of smooth Tchebycheff scalarization that can be applied to multi-objective stochastic optimization
or multi-objective online learning problems, which are not restricted to MORL.

Proposition 7.4 (Equivalent Form of STCH). Letting w = (w1, w2, · · · , wm) ∈ ∆m, the smooth
Tchebycheff scalarization is reformulated as STCHµ

λ(π) = maxw∈∆m maxνi∈Π
∑m

i=1[wiλi(V νi
i,1(s1) +

ι − V π
i,1(s1)) − µwi log wi]. Then, the minimization problem of the smooth Tchebycheff scalarization

can be reformulated as

min
π∈Π

STCHµ
λ(π) = min

π∈Π
max

w∈∆m

max
{νi∈Π}m

i=1

m∑
i=1

[
wiλi

(
V νi

i,1(s1) + ι − V π
i,1(s1)

)
− µwi log wi

]
. (12)

Comparing Proposition 7.4 to Proposition 5.1, we note that there is only an extra regularization
term ∑m

i=1 µwi log wi in (12), which indicates that we can solve the above problem (12) using similar
algorithms to the ones for minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) with slight modification to the update of w. Moreover,
we can show that such a regularization term can lead to a faster rate Õ(1/(µT )) (if µ is not too
small) for learning the optimal w rather than an Õ(1/

√
T ) rate.

Algorithm. We propose algorithms to solve the problem in (12). Similar to the algorithms in
Section 5 and Section 6, to learn all stochastic Pareto optimal policies, we also propose an online
optimistic MORL algorithm, named STchRL, and a preference-free algorithm, named PF-STchRL.

The online algorithm STchRL is summarized in Algorithm 4. In addition, the preference-free
algorithm PF-STchRL consists of two stages, i.e., the preference-free exploration stage and the
planning stage. Specifically, the exploration stage here uses the same algorithm as the one for the
original Tchebycheff scalarization, e.g. Algorithm 4. We further propose a new algorithm for the
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Algorithm 4 STchRL: Multi-Objective RL via Smooth Tchebycheff Scalarization
1: Initialize: λ, η0 = α0 = 0, π0

h(·|·) = ν0
i,h(·|·) = Unif(A), Di = D̂i = ∅, w0

i = 1/m, V 0
i,h(·) = Ṽ 0

i,h(·) = 0
2: for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
3: Weighted average: w̃t−1

i = (1 − αt−1)wt−1
i + αt−1/m, ∀i ∈ [m]

4: Update w via wt
i ∝ (w̃t−1

i )1−µηt−1 · exp{ηt−1 · λi(Ṽ t−1
i,1 (s1) + ι − V t−1

i,1 (s1))}, ∀i ∈ [m]
5: for h = H, H − 1, . . . , 1 do
6: Q̃t

i,h = OptQ
(
D̃i,h, Ṽ t

i,h+1
)

where Ṽ t
i,h+1(·) = ⟨Q̃t

i,h+1(·, ·), ν̃t
i,h+1(·|·)⟩A, ∀i ∈ [m]

7: Update auxiliary policies ν̃t
i,h = argmaxνh

⟨Q̃t
i,h(·, ·), νh(·|·)⟩A, ∀i ∈ [m]

8: Qt
i,h = OptQ

(
Di,h, V t

i,h+1
)

where V t
i,h+1(·) = ⟨Qt

i,h+1(·, ·), πt
h+1(·|·)⟩A, ∀i ∈ [m]

9: Update main policy πt
h = argmaxπh

⟨(wt ⊙ λ)⊤Qt
h(·, ·), πh(·|·)⟩A

10: Sample data {s̃t
i,h, ãt

i,h, s̃t
i,h+1, r̃t

i,h}H
h=1 ∼ (ν̃t

i ,P) and append it to D̃i,h, ∀(i, h)
11: Sample data {st

h, at
h, st

h+1, (rt
i,h)m

i=1}H
h=1 ∼ (πt,P) and append (st

h, at
h, st

h+1, rt
i,h) to Di,h, ∀(i, h)

12: Return: {πt}T
t=1

planning stage for the smooth Tchebycheff scalarization as in Algorithm 5. The design of Algorithm
4 and Algorithm 5 is inspired by Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 3.

The difference between Algorithm 4 and Algorithm 1 is their updating rules for w. Line 4
of Algorithm 4 updates w via a mirror ascent step, which is equivalent to solving the following
maximization problem

max
w∈∆m

ηt−1⟨w, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t−1
1 (s1) + ι − V t−1

1 (s1)) − µ log w̃t−1⟩ − DKL(w, w̃t−1),

where we let log w := (log w1, log w2, · · · , log wm) be element-wise logarithmic operation with a
slight abuse of the log operator. Here w̃t−1 is obtained via a mixing step as in Line 3 of Algorithm
4 such that w̃t−1

i is a weighted average of the update from the last step, wt−1
i , and 1/m with the

weights 1 − αt−1 and αt−1. This mixing technique, which is employed in some prior works [Wei
et al., 2019, Qiu et al., 2023], can guarantee the boundedness of log w̃t−1

i , which is critical to obtain
an Õ(1/(µT )) rate, instead of Õ(1/

√
T ), for learning the optimal w.

Moreover, the difference between Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 3 also lies in their updating rules
for w. We first compute a weighted average of wk−1

i and 1/m to obtain w̃k−1
i in Line 8 of Algorithm

5. We then run a mirror ascent step in Line 9 of this algorithm, which is equivalent to solving

max
w∈∆m

ηk−1⟨w, λ ⊙ (Ṽ k−1
1 (s1) + ι − V k−1

1 (s1)) − µ log w̃k−1⟩ − DKL(w, w̃k−1),

which leads to an Õ(1/(µK)) rate, instead of Õ(1/
√

K), for learning the optimal w.
Theoretical Result. Next, we present the theoretical results for STchRL and PF-STchRL.

Theorem 7.5 (Theoretical Guarantee for STchRL). Setting ηt = 1/(µt) and αt = 1/t2 for t ≥ 1
and η0 = α0 = 0, letting π̂ := Mix(π1, π2, · · · , πT ) be a mixture of the learned policies, π∗

µ,λ ∈
argminπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π) for any preference vector λ ∈ ∆m and smoothing parameter µ > 0, then with
probability at least 1 − δ, after T rounds of Algorithm 1, we obtain

STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ) ≤ O

(
H2 log T/(µT ) + µ log3(mT )/T +

√
H4|S|2|A|ϱ/T

)
,

where ϱ := log(m|S||A|HT/δ).
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Algorithm 5 Planning Stage for PF-STchRL

1: Input: Preference λ and pre-collected data D := {st
h, at

h, st
h+1, (rt

i,h)m
i=1}T

t=1 by Algorithm 2
2: Initialize: η0 = α0 = 0, w0

i = 1/m, V 0
i,h(·) = 0, Ṽi,H+1(·) = 0, ∀(i, h) ∈ [m] × [H]

3: Calculate reward and transition estimates r̂i,h, P̂h and bonus terms Ψi,h, Φh using data D, ∀(i, h)
4: for h = H, H − 1, . . . , 1 do
5: Q̃i,h(·, ·) = {(r̂i,h + P̂hṼi,h+1 + Φh + Ψi,h)(·, ·)}[0,H−h+1], ∀i ∈ [m]
6: ν̃i,h = argmaxνh

⟨Q̃i,h(·, ·), νh(·|·)⟩A and let Ṽi,h(·) = ⟨Q̃i,h(·, ·), ν̃i,h(·|·)⟩A, ∀i ∈ [m]
7: for k = 1, . . . , K do
8: Weighted average: w̃k−1

i = (1 − αk−1)wk−1
i + αk−1/m, ∀i ∈ [m]

9: Update w via wk
i ∝ (w̃k−1

i )1−µηk−1 · exp{ηk−1 · λi(Ṽi,1(s1) + ι − V k−1
i,1 (s1))}, ∀i ∈ [m]

10: for h = H, H − 1, . . . , 1 do
11: Qk

i,h(·, ·) = {(r̂i,h + P̂hV k
i,h+1 + Φh + Ψi,h)(·, ·)}[0,H−h+1], ∀i ∈ [m]

12: πk
h = argmaxπh

⟨(wk ⊙ λ)⊤Qk
h(·, ·), πh(·|·)⟩A and let V k

i,h(·) = ⟨Qk
i,h(·, ·), πk

h(·|·)⟩A, ∀i ∈ [m]

13: Return: {πk}K
k=1

Compared with Theorem 5.2 for the algorithm TchRL, Theorem 7.5 shows that when µ is not
too small, we have a faster Õ(1/T ) rate for learning w, thanks to the extra regularization term
µ
∑m

i=1 wi log wi in (12). (For the case that µ → 0+, i.e., µ is too small, we provide a detailed
discussion in Remark 7.7.) Since the bound in Theorem 7.5 is still dominated by the leading term
Õ(1/

√
T ), to achieve STCHµ

λ(π̂) − STCHµ
λ(π∗

µ,λ) ≤ ε, we still need T = Õ(ε−2). According to (11),
we have that if we set µ = ε/(2 log m), then TCHλ(π̂)−TCHλ(π∗

λ) ≤ STCHµ
λ(π̂)−STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ)+ε/2.

This implies that if T = Õ(ε−2), then we have STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ) ≤ O(ε), which further

yields TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ O(ε), i.e., π̂ is also an O(ε)-approximate optimal solution to

minπ∈Π TCHλ(π).

Theorem 7.6 (Theoretical Guarantee for PF-STchRL). Setting ηk = 1/(µk) and αk = 1/k2 for
k ≥ 1 and η0 = α0 = 0, letting π̂ := Mix(π1, π2, · · · , πK) be a mixture of the learned policies and
π∗

µ,λ := argminπ∈Π STCHµ
λ(π) for any preference vector λ ∈ ∆m, then with probability at least 1 − δ,

after T rounds of exploration via Algorithm 2 and K rounds of planning via Algorithm 5, we obtain

[I] : STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ) ≤ O

(
H2 log K/(µK) + µ log3(mK)/K +

√
H6|S|2|A|ϱ/T

)
,

[II] : STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ) ≤ O

(
H2 log K/(µK) + µ log3(mK)/K +

√
(H2|S| + m)H4|S||A|ϱ/T

)
,

where ϱ := log(m|S||A|HT/δ), and [I] and [II] correspond to different options in Algorithm 2.

Compared with Theorem 6.3 for PF-TchRL, Theorem 7.6 shows that when µ is not too small,
we have a faster Õ(1/K) rate for the planning stage, thanks to the extra regularization term
µ
∑m

i=1 wi log wi in (12). Thus, to achieve STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ) ≤ ε, we need only K =

Õ((µε)−1) for the planning stage but still T = Õ(ε−2) for the preference-free exploration stage.

Remark 7.7 (Discussion on µ). We note that when µ is too small with µ → 0+, the results in
Theorem 7.5 and Theorem 7.6 can be worse as they have a dependence on 1/µ. In Appendix E.7, we
can further show that the term Õ(1/(µT ) + µ/T ) in Theorem 7.5 (or Õ(1/(µK) + µ/K) in Theorem
7.6) can be replaced by Õ(1/

√
T ) (or Õ(1/

√
K)) without the dependence on 1/µ under different
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settings of the step sizes ηt (or ηk), which can be better rates for the case of µ → 0+. Such results
are associated with the learning guarantees for the update of w in both algorithms. We refer readers
to Appendix E.7 for detailed analysis. We remark that under the different settings of the step sizes,
the weighted average steps for w in both algorithms are not necessary.

8 Theoretical Analysis

8.1 Proof Sketch of Theorem 5.2

Defining π∗
λ := minimizeπ∈Π TCHλ(π), we can decompose TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗

λ) into three error
terms as

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ)

≤ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi

(
V ∗

i,1(s1) − V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Err(I)

+ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

(wi − wt
i)λi

(
V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Err(II)

+ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi

(
V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Err(III)

, (13)

where we use the definition of π̂ in the theorem such that V π̂
i,1(s1) = 1

T

∑T
t=1 V πt

i,1 (s1). Specifically,
Err(I) depicts the learning error for V ∗

i,1(s1), i.e., the optimal values for each objective. Err(II) is
the error of learning wt toward the optimal one. Err(III) is associated with the learning error for
achieving the value under the (weakly) Pareto optimal policy corresponding to the preference λ,
which is V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1). This decomposition also reflects the fundamental idea of algorithm design for
Algorithm 1, which features three alternating update steps.

By the construction of optimistic Q-functions and the policy update for ν̃t
i,h and πt

h, we have

V ∗
i,1(s1) − Ṽ t

i,1(s1) ≤ 0, V πt

i,1 (s1) − V t
i,1(s1) ≤ 0, and

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi

(
V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) − V t
i,1(s1)

)
≤ 0,

which further leads to

Err(I) ≤ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi

(
V t

i,1(s1) − V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1)

)
,

Err(II) ≤ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

(wi − wt
i)λi

(
Ṽ t

i,1(s1) + ι − V t
i,1(s1)

)

+ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

λi

(
Ṽ t

i,1(s1) − V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1) + V t

i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1)
)
,

Err(III) ≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi

(
V t

i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1)
)
,
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with high probability. Now the upper bounds of Err(I) and Err(III) are associated with the average
of on-policy bonus values over T rounds under the policies ν̃t

i and πt respectively, which can be
bounded by Õ(T −1/2) as shown in our proof, i.e.,

Err(I) + Err(III) ≤ Õ
( 1√

T
+ 1

T

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

[Ψ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) + Φ̃t

i,h(s̃t
i,h, ãt

i,h)]
)

≤ Õ
( 1√

T

)
,

Moreover, the upper bound of Err(II) corresponds to the mirror accent step and the average of
on-policy bonus values over T rounds under both policies ν̃t

i and πt, which thus can be bounded as

Err(II) ≤ Õ
( 1√

T

)
.

Combining the above bounds, we eventually obtain TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ Õ(T −1/2) with high

probability.

8.2 Proof Sketch of Theorem 6.3

We can apply a similar decomposition as above for the proof of Theorem 5.2. By optimism and
policy updating rules in Algorithm 3 for ν̃i and πk, we directly obtain

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ)

≲
m∑

i=1
λi

(
Ṽi,1(s1) − V ν̃i

i,1(s1)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Err(IV)

+ 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

λi

(
V k

i,1(s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Err(V)

+ max
w∈∆m

1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

(wi − wk
i )λi

(
Ṽi,1(s1) + ι − V k

i,1(s1)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Err(VI)

(14)

with high probability. Furthermore, we can show that Err(IV) and Err(V) connect to the exploration
phase in Algorithm 2, and thus the following relations hold with high probability

Err(IV) + Err(V)

≤ O
( 1

T

T∑
t=1

V
t
1(s1)

)
≤ Õ

( 1√
T

+ 1
T

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

[rt
h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h)]
)

≤ Õ
( 1√

T

)
,

where we can see that Err(IV) and Err(V) are bounded by the average of the exploration reward
and the transition bonus defined on the data collected in Algorithm 2. Thus, we obtain that both
terms are bounded by Õ(T −1/2) by the design of the exploration reward using the bonus terms of
reward and transition estimation. Moreover, different options in Algorithm 2 will further lead to
different dependence on |S|, m, and H, consequently resulting in two convergence guarantees in
Theorem 6.3. On the other hand, we have

Err(VI) ≤ Õ
( 1√

K

)
,

due to the mirror ascent step in the planning phase. Therefore, combining the above results, with
high probability, we have TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗

λ) ≤ Õ(T −1/2 + K−1/2).
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8.3 Proof of Sketch of Theorem 7.5

Defining π∗
µ,λ := minimizeπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π), we can decompose STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ) into three

error terms as

STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ)

≤ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi

(
V ∗

i,1(s1) − V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Err(VII)

+ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

[
(wi − wt

i)λi

(
V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1)
)

− wi log wi + wt
i log wt

i

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Err(VIII)

+ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi

(
V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Err(IX)

.

(15)

As we can observe, the decomposition (15) is similar to (13) except for the term Err(VIII). Comparing
Err(VIII) with Err(II) in (13), Err(VIII) has extra regularization terms wi log wi, wt

i log wt
i , which

will lead to an Õ(1/(µT ) + µ/T ) rate associated with the mirror ascent step for w instead of
Õ(1/

√
T ). For other terms in (15), they admit the same Õ(1/

√
T ) rate as in (13). Thus, combining

these results gives the Õ(1/
√

T + 1/(µT ) + µ/T ) rate as in Theorem 7.5.

8.4 Proof of Sketch of Theorem 7.6

For Theorem 7.6, we can apply a similar decomposition as above, and we obtain

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ)

≲
m∑

i=1
λi

(
Ṽi,1(s1) − V ν̃i

i,1(s1)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Err(X)

+ 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

λi

(
V k

i,1(s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Err(XI)

+ max
w∈∆m

1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

[
(wi − wk

i )λi

(
Ṽi,1(s1) + ι − V k

i,1(s1)
)

− wi log wi + wk
i log wk

i

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Err(XII)

.

(16)

The decomposition (16) is similar to (14) except for the term Err(XII). Comparing Err(XII) with
Err(VI) in (14), Err(XII) also has extra regularization terms wi log wi, wt

i log wt
i , which thus leads

to an Õ(1/(µK) + µ/K) rate associated with the mirror ascent step for w instead of Õ(1/
√

K)
in Theorem 6.3. For other terms above, they admit the same Õ(1/

√
T ) rate as in (14). Thus,

combining these results gives the Õ(1/
√

T + 1/(µK) + µ/K) rate in Theorem 7.6.

9 Conclusion
This paper investigates MORL, which focuses on learning a Pareto optimal policy in the presence of
multiple reward functions. Our work first systematically analyzes several multi-objective optimization
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targets and identifies Tchebycheff scalarization as a favorable scalarization method for MORL. We
then reformulate its minimization problem into a new min-max-max optimization problem and
propose an online UCB-based algorithm and a preference-free framework to learn all Pareto optimal
policies with provable sample efficiency. Finally, we analyze an extension of Tchebycheff scalarization
named smooth Tchebycheff scalarization and extend our algorithms and theoretical analysis to this
optimization target.
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A Proofs for Section 3

A.1 Proof of Property 3.2

Proof. The proof of this proposition is divided into two parts: the proof of property (a) and the
proof of property (b). We first develop a technique from the perspective of analysis to prove the
property (a) of this proposition. Then, based on property (a), we further develop the proof of
property (b).
Part 1) Prove property (a). As show in Definition 3.1, π′ dominates π if and only if

∀i ∈ [m], V π′
i,1 (s1) ≥ V π

i,1(s1),
and ∃j ∈ [m], V π′

j,1(s1) > V π
j,1(s1).

For a clear presentation, we let π0 be a policy not in Π∗
P. Through our proof, we need to find one

π∗ ∈ Π∗
P dominating π0.

One might think of a straightforward argument that if π0 is dominated by some π not in Π∗
P,

then we can always find another policy π′ dominating π such that a policy π∗ ∈ Π∗
P dominating

π0 will be eventually found until this process stops, using the fact that the dominance relation is
transitive. However, we note that only applying this argument is not sufficient to prove property (a)
of Property 3.2 as 1) we have no guarantee whether the sequence generated by the above procedure
will converge, and 2) even if the sequence converges to some point, we have no guarantee this point
is in Pareto set Π∗

P. Thus, the proof of property (a) is non-trivial and challenging.
In what follows, we manage to construct such a sequence of policies with controllable and

quantifiable value difference between two consecutive policies starting from π0. We further prove
that the sequence of policies will converge, and the point it converges to is a Pareto optimal policy.

Inspired by the above definition of dominance, we first define a set B(π, ϵ) for ϵ > 0 as follows,

B(π, ϵ) :=
{

π′
∣∣∣∣ π′ dominates π, and

m∑
i=1

V π′
i,1 (s1) ≥

m∑
i=1

V π
i,1(s1) + ϵ

}
.

Policies in this set can dominate π, and we have a difference of at least ϵ between summations of
values under π and any policy in this set. Therefore, any policy in B(π, ϵ) is strictly better than π
with at least an ϵ improvement in their value summations over m objectives. Then, we can use the
set B(π, ϵ) to control and characterize the value differences.

Starting with any π0, we can create a sequence π0
(ϵ), π1

(ϵ), π2
(ϵ), · · · with πk

(ϵ) ∈ B(πk−1
(ϵ) , ϵ) and

π0
(ϵ) = π0. If B(πk

(ϵ), ϵ) = ∅, then the process stops. Overall, following this idea, we construct of
the sequence that is proved to converge to a Pareto optimal by the following scheme: 1) starting
from π0, set ϵ = 1 to generate a sequence by the above process until it stops; 2) shrink ϵ to 1/2 and
starting from the stopping point of the last sequence, generate a subsequent sequence until it stops;
3) iteratively shrink ϵ in a rate of 1/n to generate subsequent sequences, where n is the number of
the current sequence; 4) we further construct a subsequence based on the above sequences and show
that we can find the Pareto optimal point that dominating π0 with n → ∞. Next, we present our
formal proof of the aforementioned scheme.

Note that we have 0 ≤ V π
i,1(s1) ≤ H for any i and any policy π. Then, we have ∑m

i=1 V π
i,1(s1) ≤

mH for any π and ∑m
i=1 V π0

i,1 (s1) ≥ 0. As we require at least an ϵ increment of value summations,
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the constructing process should stop within finite steps, and the last point is some πk
(ϵ) with some

k ≤ mH/ϵ.
We use S(π, ϵ) to denote such a finite sequence starting from a point π. Then, we can construct

our sequence starting with π0 in the following way. We first set ϵ = 1 and obtain a finite sequence
S(π0

(1), 1) = {π0
(1), π1

(1), π2
(1), · · · , πk1

(1)} with π0
(1) = π0. We note that k1 can be zero since ϵ = 1

might be too large for the construction. Then, by setting ϵ = 1/2, starting with π0
(1/2) = πk1

(1), we
construct a sequence S(π0

(1/2), 1/2) = {π0
(1/2), π1

(1/2), π2
(1/2), · · · , πk2

(1/2)}. After that, we start with
π0

(1/3) = πk2
(1/2) and ϵ = 1/3 to create another sequence. In other words, we construct S(π0

(1/n), 1/n)
with the starting point π0

(1/n) = π
kn−1
(1/(n−1)) for n = 1, 2, 3, · · · . From the construction, we can see

that a policy πi
(1/n) (if i ̸= kn) is dominated by πi′

(1/n) for i′ > i and πj
(1/n′) for any j and n′ > n.

We construct another sequence {πn}n≥1 with πn := πkn

(1/n) (if kn = 0, yn = yn−1), i.e., using all
the last points in S(π0

(1/n), 1/n) for n ≥ 1. This sequence is well defined as each S(π, ϵ) is non-empty.
By Bolzano-Weierstrass Theorem, a convergent subsequence of {πn}n≥1 can exist, which is denoted
as {πbn}n≥1. We are aiming to show that π∗ = limn→∞ πbn ∈ Π∗

P.
Firstly, the compactness of the set of all policies, which is denoted as Π, guarantees π∗ ∈ Π.

Then, we prove by contradiction that π∗ is Pareto optimal.
If π∗ is not Pareto optimal, there exists some policy π̃ dominating π∗. Then, by the definition of

dominance, we have C := ∑m
i=1 V π̃

i,1(s1) −
∑m

i=1 V π∗
i,1 (s1) > 0. From the construction of πbn , we have

πbn = πbn−1 or πbn dominates πbn−1 . Hence, we always have
m∑

i=1
V πbn

i,1 (s1) ≥
m∑

i=1
V πbn−1

i,1 (s1) for any n.

V πbn

i,1 (s1) ≥ V πbn−1
i,1 (s1) for any n, i.

Moreover, the above inequality also implies that

V π∗
i,1 (s1) ≥ V πbn

i,1 (s1) for any n, i. (17)

As V π
i,1(s1) is continuous in π, we further have

m∑
i=1

V π̃
i,1(s1) − C =

m∑
i=1

V π∗
i,1 (s1) ≥

m∑
i=1

V πbn

i,1 (s1) for any n. (18)

Combining (17) and (18), we know that V π∗
i,1 (s1) ≥ V πbn

i,1 (s1) for all i ∈ [m] and at least one j ∈ [m]
satisfies V π∗

j,1 (s1) > V πbn

j,1 (s1). This implies π̃ dominates any πbn if π̃ dominates π∗.
From the definition of πn := πkn

(1/n), we know that B(πn, 1/n) = ∅, which implies ∑m
i=1 V π′

i,1 (s1) ≤∑m
i=1 V πn

i,1 (s1) + 1/n if there exists any π′ dominating πn. By similar argument, if there exists
any π′ dominating πbn , then ∑m

i=1 V π′
i,1(s1) ≤

∑m
i=1 V πbn

i,1 (s1) + 1/bn. Since π̃ dominates any πbn ,
then ∑m

i=1 V π̃
i,1(s1) ≤

∑m
i=1 V πbn

i,1 (s1) + 1/bn. Then, for large enough n, we have 1/bn ≤ C/2. And
consequently, for any π′ dominating πbn , we should have

m∑
i=1

V π̃
i,1(s1) ≤

m∑
i=1

V πbn

i,1 (s1) + C/2.

34



However, according to (18), we have ∑m
i=1 V π̃

i,1(s1) = ∑m
i=1 V π∗

i,1 (s1) + C, which contradicts the above
result. Therefore, π∗ ∈ Π∗

P.
Now we have shown that π∗ = limn→∞ πbn ∈ Π∗

P. Finally, to prove property (a), the remaining
thing we need to prove is that if π0 is not Pareto optimal, it is dominated by π∗.

From the construction of π∗ and πbn , we have V π∗
i,1 (s1) ≥ · · · ≥ V πbn

i,1 (s1) ≥ .. · · · ≥ V πb1
i,1 (s1) ≥

V π0
i,1 (s1) for any i. If π0 is not dominated by π∗, then by the definition of non-dominance, it

is not difficult to show V π∗
i,1 (s1) = · · · = V πbn

i,1 (s1) = .. · · · = V π0
i,1 (s1) for any n and thus show

π∗ = · · · = πbn = .. · · · = π0 using the definition of B and πbn . Therefore, we can obtain
B(π0, 1/bn) = ∅ for any n. However, as π0 is not Pareto optimal, we can find an π0∗ dominating
π0 and define C0 := ∑m

i=1 V π0∗
i,1 (s1) −

∑m
i=1 V π0

i,1 (s1) > 0. For 1/C0 < bn, we have π0∗ ∈ B(π0, 1/bn)
which implies B(π0, 1/bn) ̸= ∅. We reach a contradiction. Therefore, π∗ should dominate π0 with
π∗ = limn→∞ πbn ∈ Π∗

P. Combining all the above results, we prove property (a) of Property 3.2.
Part 2) Prove property (b). We first prove that π ∈ Π∗

P implies that π is not dominated by any
Pareto optimal policy π∗ ∈ Π∗

P. By the definition of Pareto optimality in Definition 3.1, π ∈ Π∗
P

indicates that π is not dominated by any other policies, which including the Pareto optimal policies.
On the other hand, π is also not dominated by itself according to the definition of non-dominance.
Therefore, we know that π ∈ Π∗

P implies that π is not dominated by any Pareto optimal policy.
Next, we prove that if π is not dominated by any Pareto optimal policy π∗ ∈ Π∗

P, then π ∈ Π∗
P.

Assuming that π /∈ Π∗
P, then by property (a), there exists some Pareto optimal policy π∗ dominating

π, which contradicts that π is not dominated by any Pareto optimal policy π∗ ∈ Π∗
P. Thus, we have

π ∈ Π∗
P. This completes the proof of property (b) of this proposition.

The proof of Property 3.2 is completed by combining the results in Part 1) and Part 2).

A.2 Proof of Proposition 3.5

Proof. According to the definitions of Pareto optimality and weak Pareto optimality, we have

• a policy π is Pareto optimal if and only if for all π′ ∈ Π, ∃i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) > V π′

i,1(s1) or
∀i ∈ [m], V π

i,1(s1) = V π′
i,1 (s1).

• a policy π is weakly Pareto optimal if and only if for all π′ ∈ Π, ∃i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) ≥ V π′

i,1 (s1).

Therefore, it is not difficult to observe that Π∗
P ⊂ Π∗

W without Condition 3.5.
Next, we show that under the condition in Proposition 3.5, Π∗

W ⊂ Π∗
P. Let π ∈ Π∗

W. If π is not
Pareto optimal, by the condition, we obtain

∃π∗ ∈ Π∗
P, ∀i ∈ [m], V π

i,1(s1) < V π∗
i,1 (s1). (19)

On the other hand, by the definition of weak Pareto optimality, we have

∀π′ ∈ Π, ∃i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) ≥ V π′

i,1 (s1),

implying that

∃i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) ≥ V π∗

i,1 (s1),

which contradicts (19). Therefore, π must be Pareto optimal. Then we prove Π∗
W ⊂ Π∗

P under the
condition in Proposition 3.5. This completes the proof.
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B Proofs for Section 4

B.1 Proof of Proposition 4.1

Proof. We use the notion of the occupancy measure. Specifically, denoting by θ̆h(s, a; π) the joint
distribution of (s, a) at step h induced by π and P, the value function can be written as

V π
i,1(s1) =

H∑
h=1

∑
s∈S

∑
a∈A

θ̆h(s, a; π)ri,h(s, a). (20)

The occupancy measure for the next step can be calculated by

θ̆h+1(s′, a′; π) =
∑
s∈S

∑
a∈A

θ̆h(s, a; π)Ph(s′|s, a)πh+1(a′|s′). (21)

Let θ := (θh(s, a))s∈S,a∈A,h≤H be a point in R|S|×|A|×H . Consider the constraints∑
s∈S

∑
a∈A

θh(s, a) = 1, θh(s, a) ≥ 0, and θ1(s, a) = 0 for s ̸= s1. (22)

and ∑
s∈S

∑
a∈A

θh(s, a)Ph(s′|s, a) =
∑

a′∈A
θh+1(s′, a′). (23)

and denote

Θ = {θ ∈ R|S|×|A|×H | θ satisfies (22) and (23)}

and

VΘ =
{

H∑
h=1

∑
s∈S

∑
a∈A

θh(s, a)rh(s, a)
∣∣∣ θ ∈ Θ

}
,

for any joint distribution θ̆h(s, a; π) induced by policy π, we have θ̆h(s, a; π) ∈ Θ and thus V(Π) ⊆ VΘ.
On the other hand, for any θ′ ∈ Θ, we construct the policy π′ such that π′

h(a|s) = θ′
h(s,a)∑

a∈A θ′
h

(s,a)

when ∑
a∈A θ′

h(s, a) ̸= 0. Then, with (22), we have θ̆1(s, a; π′) = θ′
1(s, a). Next, we prove by

induction. Assume that θ̆h(s, a; π′) = θ′
h(s, a) holds for h, with π′ and (23), we have

θ̆h+1(s′, a′; π′) =
∑
s∈S

∑
a∈A

θ̆h(s′, a′; π′)Ph(s′|s, a)π′
h+1(a′|s′)

=
∑
s∈S

∑
a∈A

θ′
h(s, a)Ph(s′|s, a)π′

h+1(a′|s′)

=
∑
a∈A

θ′
h+1(s′, a)π′

h+1(a′|s′) = θ′
h+1(s′, a′).

(24)

By induction, we have θ̆h(s, a; π′) = θ′
h(s, a) holds for any h. Consequently, we have V(Π) ⊇ VΘ.

Therefore, V(Π) = VΘ and it remains to show that VΘ is a convex polytope.
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From the definition of Θ, it is clear that Θ is a convex polytope in R|S|×|A|×H given by the
constraints (22) and (23). Let θ̂1, . . . , θ̂D denote the extreme points of the convex polytope. In other
words, Θ is the convex hull of θ̂1, . . . , θ̂D and can be written as

Θ =
{

D∑
d=1

αdθ̂d

∣∣∣ αd ≥ 0 and
D∑

d=1
αd = 1

}
.

Then, we have

VΘ =
{

D∑
d=1

αdV̂d

∣∣∣ αd ≥ 0 and
D∑

i=d

αd = 1
}

,

where V̂d = ∑H
h=1

∑
s∈S

∑
a∈A θ̂d,h(s, a)rh(s, a) is the value function with θ̂d. Therefore, VΘ is the

convex hull of V̂1, . . . , V̂d, which is a convex polytope.

B.2 Proof of Proposition 4.2

Proof. In this proof, we first prove that for any policy class Π (either stochastic or deterministic),
we have {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m} ⊆ Π∗

W and {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈
∆o

m} ⊆ Π∗
P. Then, we show that for a stochastic policy class Π, we have Π∗

W ⊆ {π | π ∈
argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m} and Π∗

P ⊆ {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o
m} utilizing

Proposition 4.1. Finally, we provide an example to show that a (weakly) Pareto optimal policy may
not be the solution to maxπ∈Π LINλ(π) for any λ ∈ ∆m when Π is a deterministic policy class.
Part 1) Prove {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m} ⊆ Π∗

W and {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈
∆o

m} ⊆ Π∗
P for any policy class Π (either stochastic or deterministic). We revisit the proofs in

prior works [Geoffrion, 1968, Ehrgott, 2005, Steuer, 1986, Ehrgott and Wiecek, 2005] on linear
scalarization for multi-objective optimization and adapt their proofs to the MORL setting.

We now prove that all the solutions to maxπ∈Π λ⊤V π
1 (s1), ∀λ ∈ ∆m, are weakly Pareto optimal.

This claim is proved by contradiction. Define π†
λ := maxπ∈Π λ⊤V π

1 (s1), ∀λ ∈ ∆m. By this definition
of the solution to this problem, we know that

λ⊤V
π†

λ
1 (s1) ≥ λ⊤V π

1 (s1), ∀π ∈ Π, (25)

Now assume that π†
λ is not a weakly Pareto optimal policy. Then by Definition 3.3, there must

exists a policy π̆ ∈ Π such that π̆ satisfies

∀i ∈ [m], V π̆
i,1(s1) > V

π†
λ

i,1 (s1),

which further leads to

λ⊤V
π†

λ
1 (s1) < λ⊤V π̆

1 (s1), ∀λ ∈ ∆m.

The above inequality contradicts (25), which implies π†
λ is a weakly Pareto optimal policy. This

completes the proof.
Following the above proof, we can further prove that all the solutions to maxπ∈Π λ⊤V π

1 (s1), ∀λ ∈
∆o

m, are Pareto optimal, where ∆o
m is the relative interior of ∆m. And ∆o

m is defined as ∆o
m := {x :
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𝐕0

𝕍(Π)

Figure 2: Illustration of Part 2)

xi > 0,
∑m

i=1 xi = 1}. We similarly prove this claim by contradiction. Let π‡
λ := maxπ∈Π λ⊤V π

1 (s1), ∀λ ∈
∆o

m. By this definition, we have

λ⊤V
π‡

λ
1 (s1) ≥ λ⊤V π

1 (s1), ∀π, (26)

Assume that π‡
λ is not a Pareto optimal policy. Then by Definition 3.1, there must exist a policy

π̆o ∈ Π such that π̆o satisfies

∀i ∈ [m], V π̆o

i,1 (s1) ≥ V
π‡

λ
i,1 ,

∃j ∈ [m], V π̆o

j,1 (s1) > V
π‡

λ
j,1 ,

which further leads to

λ⊤V
π‡

λ
1 (s1) < λ⊤V π̆o

1 (s1), ∀λ ∈ ∆o
m.

since all λi > 0 if λ ∈ ∆o
m. The above inequality contradicts (26), which thus implies π‡

λ is a Pareto
optimal policy. This completes the proof of the claim.
Part 2) Prove for a stochastic policy class Π, we have Π∗

P ⊆ {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o
m}

and Π∗
W ⊆ {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m}. According to Proposition 4.1, we know that

V(Π) is a convex polytope when Π is a stochastic policy class.
Now we prove that if V(Π) is a convex polytope, any Pareto optimal policy can be the solution

of maxπ LINλ(π) for some λ ∈ ∆o
m. It is equivalent to show that for any vector of value functions

V 0 = (V 0
1 , . . . , V 0

m) ∈ V(Π) with V 0 = V π0
1 (s1) for a Pareto optimal policy π0 ∈ Π∗

P, we have
V 0 = argmaxV ∈V(Π) λ⊤

0 V and maxV ∈V(Π) λ⊤
0 V = maxπ∈Π

∑m
i=1 λ⊤

0 V π
1 (s1) for some λ0 ∈ ∆o

m. If
there exists a hyperplane {V ∈ Rm |

∑m
i=1 aiVi = C} satisfying C ≥ 0, ai > 0, ∑m

i=1 aiV
0

i = C and
V(Π) ⊆ {V ∈ Rm |

∑m
i=1 aiVi ≤ C}, then we have V 0 = argmaxV ∈V (Π)

∑m
i=1 aiVi. Without loss of

generality, we can assume that ∑m
i=1 ai = 1. Then, setting λi = ai leads to the desired result directly.

As V(Π) is a convex polytope for the stochastic policy class Π, the boundary of it must be the
combinations of some faces of this polytope. We denote these faces by Fi, i = 1, . . . , nF , where nF

is the number of faces. Correspondingly, the boundary of V(Π) is ∪nF
i=1Fi. As values for the Pareto

front must be a subset of the boundary, for any V 0 ∈ V(Π∗
P) = {V π

1 (s1) | π ∈ Π∗
P}, it must be on

some face Fi. In other words, V 0 ∈ F ∗
i := Fi ∩ V(Π∗

P) and F ∗
i is a face with dimension at most
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m − 1. Consider the case that F ∗
i is an (m − 1)-dimension face first. Suppose that the normal vector

of the face is (a1, a2, . . . , am). Without loss of generality, we assume that a1 > 0. Then, we must
have ai > 0 for any i > 0, leading to C = ∑m

i=1 aiV
0

i ≥ 0. Otherwise, supposing that a2 ≤ 0, we can
find two points V 1 and V 2 on F ∗

i such that ∑m
i=1 aiV

1
i = ∑m

i=1 aiV
2

i with V 1
1 ≥ V 2

1 , V 1
2 > V 2

2 and
V 1

i = V 2
i for i > 2, implying V 2 does not correspond to a Pareto optimal policy. It contradicts the

fact that the face corresponds to the Pareto front. Therefore, when the dimension of F ∗
i is m − 1, F ∗

i

satisfies ai > 0 and the convexity of the polytope implies that {V ∈ Rm |
∑m

i=1 aiVi ≤ C}. Thus,
the hyperplane we need is directly the one that F ∗

i lies on. If the dimension of F ∗
i is smaller than

m − 1, similarly, we could find a m − 1-dimension hyperplane such that the F ∗
i is on that plane

and V(Π) ⊆ {V ∈ Rm|
∑m

i=1 aiVi ≤ C}. The above construction is illustrated in Figure 2. This
completes the proof of Π∗

P ⊆ {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o
m}.

Following the same spirit, we could show that Π∗
W ⊆ {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m}. In

fact, it is sufficient to show that for any weak Pareto optimal policy π0 ∈ Π∗
W and the corresponding

value function V 0, there exists a hyperplane {V ∈ Rm |
∑m

i=1 aiVi = C} satisfying C ≥ 0,
ai ≥ 0, ∑m

i=1 aiV
0

i = C and V(Π) ⊆ {V ∈ Rm |
∑m

i=1 aiVi ≤ C}. In other words, we relax the
condition ai > 0 in the above proof to ai ≥ 0 for weak Pareto points. The proof is similar to
that of Π∗

P ⊆ {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o
m}. Specifically, for a weak Pareto point

V 0 ∈ F̆ ∗
i := Fi ∩V(ΠW)∗, if F̆ ∗

i is a face of dimension m − 1, the normal vector of it satisfies ai ≥ 0.
If we assume that ai ≥ 0 for i ∈ I+ and aj < 0 for j ∈ [m]\I+, we can find two points V 1 and
V 2 on F̆ ∗

i such that ∑m
i=1 aiV

1
i = ∑m

i=1 aiV
2

i with V 2
i = V 1

i + ϵi for i ∈ I+ and V 2
j = V 1

j + ϵj for
j ∈ [m]\I+ where ϵi ≥ 0 for all i ∈ [m]. This requires ∑i∈I+ aiϵi = ∑

j∈[m]\I+(−aj)ϵj . Supposing
we have at least one i ∈ I+ such that ai > 0 (we let ∑m

i=1 ai = 1 without loss of generality), we
can find sufficiently small positive ϵi for all i ∈ [m] that satisfy ∑i∈I+ aiϵi = ∑

j∈[m]\I+(−aj)ϵj ,
which implies V 1

i > V 2
i for all i ∈ [m], or equivalently V 2 does not correspond to a weakly Pareto

optimal policy according to Definition 3.3. This contradicts the fact that all the values on the face
correspond to weak Pareto optimal policies. The remaining proof is exactly the same as that for
Π∗

P ⊆ {π | π ∈ argmaxπ∈Π LINλ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o
m}.

Part 3) Now we use a concrete example to illustrate that for a deterministic policy class Π, a
Pareto optimal policy may not be the solution of maxπ∈Π λ⊤V π

1 (s1) for any λ ∈ ∆m. We consider
a multi-objective multi-arm bandit problem, a simple and special MOMDP whose state space size
|S| = 1, episode length H = 1, with a deterministic policy. Here we assume this bandit problem has
m = 2 reward functions r1 and r2 and |A| = 4 actions. We define

r1(a1) = 1, r1(a2) = 0.5, r1(a3) = 0.6, r1(a4) = 0.65,

r2(a1) = 0, r2(a2) = 0.5, r2(a3) = 0.2, r2(a4) = 0.3,

which are the reward values of the four actions for each reward function. Via the definition of the
Pareto optimal policy, we can identify that a1, a2, and a4 are the Pareto optimal policy, or Pareto
optimal arms in a multi-arm bandit problem.

Letting 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1, we generate a reward function as a linear combination of r1 and r2 via λ and
1 − λ, i.e., rλ(a) := λr1(a) + (1 − λ)r2(a), such that

rλ(a1) = λ, rλ(a2) = 0.5, rλ(a3) = 0.2 + 0.4λ, rλ(a4) = 0.3 + 0.35λ.

Then we have:

• when λ < 0.5, we have a2 = argmaxa rλ(a),
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• when λ = 0.5, we have a1, a2 = argmaxa rλ(a),

• when λ > 0.5, we have a1 = argmaxa rλ(a).

Therefore, we only find a1 and a2 as the solutions for any λ, which are also Pareto optimal arms.
However, the Pareto optimal arm a3 is not identified by solving maxa rλ(a), for all 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1, which
completes the example for the second claim. The proof of this proposition is completed.

B.3 Proof of Proposition 4.4

Following the proof in [Jiang et al., 2023] that focuses on a general online convex minimization
problem, we present our proof specializing in the multi-objective RL maximization problem.

Proof. By Definition 4.3, we can rewrite the Pareto suboptimality gap PSG as follows:

PSG(π) := sup
π∗∈Π∗

P

inf
ϵ(π∗)≥0

ϵ(π∗),

s.t. ∃i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) + ϵ(π∗) > V π∗

i,1 (s1),
or ∀i ∈ [m], V π

i,1(s1) + ϵ(π∗) = V π∗
i,1 (s1).

(27)

If ∃i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) ≥ V π∗

i,1 (s1) for a policy π∗ ∈ Π∗
P, then the policy π satisfies either of the following

cases:
(a) ∃i ∈ [m], V π

i,1(s1) = V π∗
i,1 (s1),

(b) ∀i ∈ I ⊂ [m], V π
i,1(s1) > V π∗

i,1 (s1) and ∀j ∈ [m]\I, V π
j,1(s1) < V π∗

i,1 (s1).
Case (a) indicates that ϵ(π∗) > 0 satisfies the above constraint in (27), implying that infϵ(π∗)>0 ϵ(π∗) =
0. On the other hand, case (b) indicates that ϵ(π∗) = 0 satisfies the constraint in (27), thus implying
that infϵ(π∗)=0 ϵ(π∗) = 0.

If ∀i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) < V π∗

i,1 (s1) for a policy π∗ ∈ Π∗
P, then we have ϵ(π∗) = mini(V π∗

i,1 (s1)−V π
i,1(s1))

such that infϵ(π∗)≥0 ϵ(π∗) = mini(V π∗
i,1 (s1) − V π

i,1(s1)) = infλ∗∈∆m λ∗⊤(V π∗
1 (s1) − V π

1 (s1)) > 0, where
∆m := {λ = (λi)m

i=1 ∈ Rm |
∑m

i=1 λi = 1, λi ≥ 0} is a simplex in Rm.
Overall, we know that for any policy π ∈ Π, the Pareto suboptimality gap is equivalent to

PSG(π) := sup
π∗∈Π∗

P

inf
ϵ(π∗)≥0

ϵ(π∗) = sup
π∗∈Π∗

P

inf
λ∗∈∆m

λ∗⊤(V π∗
1 (s1) − V π

1 (s1)).

This completes the proof of Proposition 4.4

B.4 Proof of Proposition 4.5

Proof. The proof of this proposition is divided into two parts: we first prove that π ∈ Π∗
W implies

PSG(π) = 0; then we show that PSG(π) = 0 implies π is weakly Pareto optimal. Recall that the
definition of PSG is

PSG(π) := inf
ϵ≥0

ϵ,

s.t. ∀π∗ ∈ Π∗
P, ∃i ∈ [m], V π

i,1(s1) + ϵ > V π∗
i,1 (s1),

or ∀i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) + ϵ = V π∗

i,1 (s1).

(28)
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And we say a policy π is not dominated by π′ if and only if

∃i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) > V π′

i,1 (s1), (29)
or ∀i ∈ [m], V π

i,1(s1) = V π′
i,1 (s1). (30)

Part 1) Prove π ∈ Π∗
W ⇒ PSG(π) = 0. By the definition of weak Pareto optimality, for π ∈ Π∗

W,
we have for all π′,

∃i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) ≥ V π′

i,1 (s1).

Letting π′ = π∗ ∈ Π∗
P, we have for all π∗ ∈ Π∗

P, ∃i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) ≥ V π∗

i,1 (s1). Therefore, we have for
any ϵ > 0, ∀π∗ ∈ Π∗

P, ∃i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) + ϵ > V π∗

i,1 (s1), which satisfies the constraint in (28). Then,
for π ∈ Π∗

W, PSG(π) = infϵ>0 ϵ = 0, which completes the proof of Part 1).
Part 2) Prove PSG(π) = 0 ⇒ π is weakly Pareto optimal. PSG(π) = 0 indicates that the zero
value is achieved at either ϵ = 0 or arbitrarily small ϵ → 0+ with ϵ > 0 (due to infϵ>0 ϵ = 0).

When it is achieved at ϵ = 0, by (28), we have that π satisfies

∀π∗ ∈ Π∗
P, ∃i ∈ [m], V π

i,1(s1) > V π∗
i,1 (s1), or ∀i ∈ [m], V π

i,1(s1) = V π∗
i,1 (s1).

By (29) and (30), it implies that π is not dominated by any π∗ ∈ Π∗
P. Further employing the

property of the Pareto set that π ∈ Π∗
P if and only if π is not dominated by any π∗ ∈ Π∗

P as in
Property 3.2, we know that the policy π is a Pareto optimal policy in Π∗

P for when ϵ = 0.
On the other hand, when PSG(π) = 0 is achieved at arbitrarily small ϵ with ϵ > 0, the constraint

in (28) is equivalent to

∀π∗ ∈ Π∗
P, ∃i ∈ [m], V π

i,1(s1) ≥ V π∗
i,1 (s1), (31)

since no policy π satisfies the second constraint in (28) that ∀i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) + ϵ = V π∗

i,1 (s1) for an
arbitrarily small ϵ. In addition, according to (a) of Property 3.2, we have that

∀π′ /∈ Π∗
P, ∃π∗ ∈ Π∗

P, ∀i ∈ [m], V π∗
i,1 (s1) ≥ V π′

i,1 (s1),

according to the definition of dominance in Definition 3.1. Therefore, we construct a minimal subset
Π̃∗ ⊂ Π∗

P that all policies in Π̃∗ can dominate at least one policy outside Π∗
P and the rest of policies

in Π∗
P\Π̃∗ dominates no policy, which gives

∀π′ /∈ Π∗
P, ∃π∗ ∈ Π̃∗, ∀i ∈ [m], V π∗

i,1 (s1) ≥ V π′
i,1 (s1).

Thus, combining it with (31), if PSG(π) = 0 is achieved at arbitrarily small ϵ, we have

∀π′ /∈ Π∗
P, ∃i ∈ [m], V π

i,1(s1) ≥ V π′
i,1 (s1).

Furthermore, combining (31) with the above equation, we have

∀π′, ∃i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) ≥ V π′

i,1 (s1),

which indicates that π satisfies

∄π′, ∀i ∈ [m], V π
i,1(s1) < V π′

i,1 (s1).

Further by Definition 3.3, π is weakly Pareto optimal.
Jointly considering the cases of ϵ = 0 and ϵ being arbitrarily small, we eventually prove that

PSG(π) = 0 implies π is weakly Pareto optimal. The proof of Proposition 4.5 is completed by
combining the results in Part 1) and Part 2).

41



B.5 Proof of Proposition 4.7

Proof. We revisit the proofs in prior works on Tchebycheff scalarization for multi-objective opti-
mization, e.g., Choo and Atkins [1983], Ehrgott [2005]. We adapt their proofs to the MORL setting
and present them here for completeness.

The proof of the first claim in this proposition is divided into two parts: we first prove
π∗

λ ∈ argminπ∈Π TCHλ(π) for a λ ∈ ∆m ⇒ π∗
λ is weakly Pareto optimal; then we prove π̆ is weakly

Pareto optimal ⇒ π̆ ∈ argminπ∈Π TCHλ(π) for some λ ∈ ∆m.
Part 1) Prove π∗

λ ∈ argminπ∈Π TCHλ(π) for a λ ∈ ∆o
m ⇒ π∗

λ is weakly Pareto optimal. This
is equivalent to showing that the solutions to minimizeπ∈Π TCHλ(π) for all λ are weakly Pareto
optimal.

Since for a given λ we have π∗
λ ∈ argminπ∈Π TCHλ(π), then by the definition of TCHλ(π) in

Definition 4.6, we know that

max
i

{λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1))} = min
π∈Π

max
i

{λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π

i,1(s1))},

which indicates that

max
i

{λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1))} ≤ max
i

{λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π

i,1(s1))}, ∀π ∈ Π. (32)

Now we prove by contradiction that π∗
λ is weakly Pareto optimal. If π∗

λ is not weakly Pareto optimal,
then by Definition 3.3, we know that there exists another policy π′ ∈ Π satisfying V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) < V π′
i,1 (s1)

for all i ∈ [m], which means that

∃π′, λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1)) > λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π′

i,1 (s1)).

Given that λ ∈ ∆o
m, we further have

max
i∈[m]

{λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1))} > max
i∈[m]

{λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π′

i,1 (s1))},

which contradicts (32) that maxi{λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1))} ≤ maxi{λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π′

i,1(s1))}.
Therefore, π∗

λ is a weakly Pareto optimal policy.
Part 2) Prove π̆ is weakly Pareto optimal ⇒ π̆ = argminπ∈Π TCHλ(π) for some λ ∈ ∆o

m. This is
equivalent to showing that if π̆ is weakly Pareto optimal, then we can find a λ such that π̆ is a
minimizer of the problem minimizeπ∈Π TCHλ(π).

For the policy π̆, we let λ be

λi =
(V ∗

i,1(s1) + ι − V π̆
i,1(s1))−1∑m

j=1(V ∗
j,1(s1) + ι − V π̆

j,1(s1))−1 > 0,

where V ∗
j,1(s1) + ι − V π̆

j,1(s1) > 0 always holds, and we have λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π̆

i,1(s1)) = λi′(V ∗
i′,1(s1) +

ι − V π̆
i′,1(s1)) = [∑m

j=1(V ∗
j,1(s1) + ι − V π̆

j,1(s1))−1]−1 for all i ̸= i′ such that

TCHλ(π̆) = λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π̆

i,1(s1)), ∀i ∈ [m].
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Next, we show that if π̆ is weakly Pareto optimal, then π̆ minimizes the function TCHλ(π) with λ
defined above. We prove this claim by contradiction. If there exists another policy π′ satisfying
TCHλ(π′) < TCHλ(π̆), we have

max
j∈[m]

{λj(V ∗
j,1(s1) + ι − V π′

j,1(s1))} < TCHλ(π̆) = λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π̆

i,1(s1)), ∀i ∈ [m],

which further implies that

λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π′

i,1 (s1)) < λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π̆

i,1(s1)), ∀i ∈ [m].

The above inequality means that π̆ is not a weakly Pareto optimal according to Definition 3.3, which
contradicts the premise that π̆ is a weakly Pareto optimal. Therefore, we can prove Part 2). This
completes the first claim of this proposition.

Now we prove the second claim of this proposition by contradiction. Let π̆ := argminπ∈Π TCHλ(π)
for a λ. Assume that π̆ is not Pareto optimal. According to the definition of the Pareto optimal
policy in Definition 3.1, we have that there exists a policy π ̸= π̆ such that

V π̆
i,1(s1) ≤ V π

i,1(s1), ∀i ∈ [m].

According to the definition of TCHλ, the above inequality leads to

TCHλ(π) ≤ TCHλ(π̆).

However, since π̆ is the only solution to TCHλ(π), we have TCHλ(π) > TCHλ(π̆), which contradicts
the above inequality that TCHλ(π) ≤ TCHλ(π̆). This completes our proof of Proposition 4.7.

B.6 Proof of Proposition 4.8

Proposition B.1. There always exists a subset Λ ⊆ ∆m such that {π | π ∈ minπ∈Π TCHλ(π), ∀λ ∈
Λ ⊆ ∆o

m} = Π∗
P. Supposing that π∗

λ is one arbitrary solution to minπ∈Π TCHλ(π), for each λ ∈ Λ,
all the solutions to minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) is Pareto optimal with the same value V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) for all i ∈ [m].

Proof. For each π ∈ Π∗
P, we set the associated λ as

λi =
(V ∗

i,1(s1) + ι − V π
i,1(s1))−1∑m

j=1(V ∗
j,1(s1) + ι − V π

j,1(s1))−1 > 0.

Then we can define the set

Λ :=
{

λ : λi =
(V ∗

i,1(s1) + ι − V π
i,1(s1))−1∑m

j=1(V ∗
j,1(s1) + ι − V π

j,1(s1))−1 , ∀π ∈ Π∗
P

}
.

Now we first show Π∗
P ⊆ {π | π ∈ minπ∈Π TCHλ(π), ∀λ ∈ Λ ⊆ ∆o

m}. According to Part 2) of the
proof of Proposition 4.7 in the subsection above, we can show for any π̆ ∈ Π∗

P ⊆ Π∗
W, it is the

solution to the problem minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) with λi = (V ∗
i,1(s1)+ι−V π̆

i,1(s1))−1∑m

j=1(V ∗
j,1(s1)+ι−V π̆

j,1(s1))−1 . Thus, we conclude
Π∗

P ⊆ {π | π ∈ minπ∈Π TCHλ(π), ∀λ ∈ Λ ⊆ ∆o
m}.

Next, we prove {π | π ∈ minπ∈Π TCHλ(π), ∀λ ∈ Λ ⊆ ∆o
m} ⊆ Π∗

P and all solutions of
minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) for each λ ∈ Λ has the same value. Since the uniqueness of the solution
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to minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) leads to Pareto optimality according to Proposition 4.7, we now assume
minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) has more than one solution. We assume π̃ is one solution to minπ∈Π TCHλ(π)
under some λ with λi = (V ∗

i,1(s1)+ι−V π̆
i,1(s1))−1∑m

j=1(V ∗
j,1(s1)+ι−V π̆

j,1(s1))−1 for some π̆ ∈ Π∗
P. According to the above proof,

we know that π̆ is also the solution to the problem minπ∈Π TCHλ(π). Now we further assume that
π̃ ̸= π̆. Since π̆ ∈ Π∗

P, if we can show V π̃
i,1(s1) = V π̆

i,1(s1), ∀i ∈ [m], then we obtain π̃ ∈ ΠP, which
will complete the proof. We prove it by contradiction. Since π̆ is a solution, we have

min
π

TCHλ(π) = TCHλ(π̆) = 1∑m
j=1(V ∗

j,1(s1) + ι − V π̆
j,1(s1))−1 .

Then, we discuss different cases:

• If there exists i′ such that V π̃
i′,1(s1) < V π̆

i′,1(s1), then TCHλ(π̃) > minπ TCHλ(π), contradicting
the assumption that π̃ ∈ argminπ TCHλ(π). Thus, we must have V π̃

i,1(s1) ≥ V π̆
i,1(s1), ∀i ∈ [m].

• If there exists i′ such that V π̃
i′,1(s1) > V π̆

i′,1(s1) with V π̃
i,1(s1) = V π̆

i,1(s1) for other i ̸= i′, then
by Definition 3.1, we know π̃ dominates π̆, implying that π̆ is not Pareto optimal, which
contradicts π̆ ∈ ΠP.

By the above analysis, we obtain V π̃
i,1(s1) = V π̆

i,1(s1), ∀i ∈ [m] and π̃ ∈ ΠP. The proof is completed.

C Proofs for Section 5
This section provides detailed proofs of Proposition 5.1 and Theorem 5.2 along with several important
lemmas for this theorem.

C.1 Proof of Proposition 5.1

Proof. According to (4), we have

TCHλ(π) := max
i∈[m]

{λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π

i,1(s1))}.

For any xi, the inequality maxi∈[m]{xi} = max(wi)m
i=1∈∆m

∑m
i=1 wixi always holds. Thus, we obtain

TCHλ(π) = max
(wi)m

i=1∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π

i,1(s1)).

Moreover, we have V ∗
i,1(s1) := maxπ∈Π V π

i,1(s1) by its definition. Therefore, we eventually obtain
that

TCHλ(π) = max
(wi)m

i=1∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi( max
{νi∈Π}m

i=1

V νi
i,1(s1) + ι − V π

i,1(s1))

= max
(wi)m

i=1∈∆m

max
{νi∈Π}m

i=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V νi
i,1(s1) + ι − V π

i,1(s1)).

This completes the proof.
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C.2 Lemmas for Theorem 5.2

Lemma C.1. Algorithm 1 ensures that for any policy π and policy νi

V π
i,1(s1) − V t

i,1(s1) =
H∑

h=1
Eπ,P[ςt

i,h(sh, ah) | s1] +
H∑

h=1
Eπ,P[⟨πh(·|sh) − πt

h(·|sh), Qt
i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1],

V νi
i,1(s1) − Ṽ t

i,1(s1) =
H∑

h=1
Eνi,P[ς̃t

i,h(sh, ah) | s1] +
H∑

h=1
Eνi,P[⟨νi,h(·|sh) − ν̃t

i,h(·|sh), Q̃t
i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1].

where sh, ah are random variables for the state and action, and we define the model prediction
errors of the Q-functions as ςt

i,h(s, a) = ri,h(s, a) + PhV t
i,h+1(s, a) − Qt

i,h(s, a) and ς̃t
i,h(s, a) =

ri,h(s, a) + PhṼ t
i,h+1(s, a) − Q̃t

i,h(s, a).

Proof. For any h and s, we have the following decomposition for V π
i,1(s1) − V t

i,1(s1),

V π
i,h(s) − V t

i,h(s) = ⟨πh(·|s), Qπ
i,h(s, ·)⟩A − ⟨πt

h(·|s), Qt
h(s, ·)⟩A

= ⟨πh(·|s), Qπ
i,h(s, ·)⟩A − ⟨πh(·|s), Qt

i,h(s, ·)⟩A

+ ⟨πh(·|s), Qt
i,h(s, ·)⟩A − ⟨πt

h(·|s), Qt
i,h(s, ·)⟩A

= ⟨πh(·|s), Qπ
i,h(s, ·) − Qt

i,h(s, ·)⟩A + ⟨πh(·|s) − πt
h(·|s), Qt

i,h(s, ·)⟩A,

(33)

where the first inequality is by Bellman equation in (1) and the definition of V k
i,h in Algorithm 1.

Furthermore, by the definition of the model prediction error ςt
i,h defined in this lemma, we have

⟨πh(·|s), Qπ
i,h(s, ·) − Qt

i,h(s, ·)⟩A

=
∑
a∈A

πh(a|s)
[ ∑

s′∈S
Ph(s′|s, a)

[
V π

i,h+1(s′) − V k
i,h+1(s′)

]
+ ςt

i,h(s, a)
]

=
∑
a∈A

∑
s′∈S

πh(a|s)Ph(s′|s, a)
[
V π

i,h+1(s′) − V k
i,h+1(s′)

]
+
∑
a∈A

πh(a|s)ςt
i,h(s, a).

Combining this result with (33), we obtain

V π
i,h(s) − V t

i,h(s) =
∑
a∈A

∑
s′∈S

πh(a|s)Ph(s′|s, a)
[
V π

i,h+1(s′) − V k
i,h+1(s′)

]
+
∑
a∈A

πh(a|s)ςt
i,h(s, a) + ⟨πh(·|s) − πt

h(·|s), Qt
i,h(s, ·)⟩A.

(34)

Note that the above equality constructs a recursion of the value function difference V π
h (s) − V k

h (s).
As we define V π

H+1(s) = V k
H+1(s) = 0, recursively applying (34) gives

V π
i,1(s1) − V t

i,1(s1) =
H∑

h=1
Eπ,P{ςt

i,h(sh, ah) | s1} +
H∑

h=1
Eπ,P

{
⟨πh(·|sh) − πt

h(·|sh), Qt
i,h(sh, ·)⟩A

∣∣ s1
}
,

where (sh, ah) are random variables denoting the state and action at the h-th step following a
distribution jointly determined by π,P.
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For the second inequality in this lemma, we have the same analysis by replacing the policies and
value functions in the above derivation with νi, ν̃t

i and Ṽ t
i,h, Q̃t

i,h. Thus, we have

V νi
i,1(s1) − Ṽ t

i,1(s1) =
H∑

h=1
Eνi,P[ς̃t

i,h(sh, ah) | s1] +
H∑

h=1
Eνi,P[⟨νi,h(·|sh) − ν̃t

i,h(·|sh), Q̃t
i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1].

This completes our proof.

Lemma C.2 (Optimism). Let P̂t
h and r̂t

i,h, ∀i ∈ [m] be the estimated transition and reward functions
via some estimation procedure using the trajectories generated by πt. Suppose that there exist Φt

h

and Ψt
i,h such that P̂t

h and r̂t
i,h satisfy for any V : S 7→ [0, H],

|(P̂t
h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φt

h(s, a), and |r̂t
i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψt

i,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m],

and the corresponding optimistic Q-function is defined as Qt
i,h(·, ·) = {(r̂t

i,h + P̂t
hV t

i,h+1 + Φt
h +

Ψt
i,h)(·, ·)}[0,H−h+1]. Furthermore, we let P̃t

i,h and r̃t
i,h, ∀i ∈ [m] be the estimated transition and

reward functions using the trajectories generated by ν̃t
i . Suppose that there exist Φt

i,h and Ψt
i,h such

that P̃t
h and r̃t

i,h satisfy for any V : S 7→ [0, H],

|(P̃t
h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φ̃t

i,h(s, a), and |r̃t
i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψ̃t

i,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m],

and the corresponding optimistic Q-function is defined as Q̃t
i,h(·, ·) = {(r̃t

i,h + P̃t
i,hṼ t

i,h+1 + Φ̃t
i,h +

Ψ̃t
i,h)(·, ·)}[0,H−h+1]. Then Algorithm 1 ensures that for any policies π and νi

H∑
h=1

Eπ,P
[
ςt
i,h(sh, ah)

∣∣ s1
]

≤ 0 and
H∑

h=1
Eνi,P

[
ς̃t
i,h(sh, ah)

∣∣ s1
]

≤ 0,

where ςt
i,h and ς̃t

i,h is the model prediction errors defined as in Lemma C.1.

Proof. By plugging in the definition of Qt
i,h in Algorithm 1 as above, we decompose the prediction

error as follows

ςt
i,h(s, a) = ri,h(s, a) +

〈
Ph(· | s, a), V t

i,h+1(·)
〉

S − Qt
i,h(s, a)

≤ ri,h(s, a) + PhV t
i,h+1(s, a)

−
{

(r̂t
i,h + P̂t

hV t
i,h+1 + Φt

h + Ψt
i,h)(s, a), H − h + 1

}
[0,H−h+1]

≤ max
{

(ri,h − r̂t
i,h + (Ph − P̂t

h)V t
i,h+1 − Φt

h − Ψt
i,h)(s, a), 0

}
,

(35)

where the first inequality holds because

ri,h(s, a) +
〈
Ph(· | sh, ah), V t

i,h+1(·)
〉

S
≤ ri,h(s, a) +

∥∥Ph(· | sh, ah)
∥∥

1∥V t
i,h+1(·)∥∞ ≤ 1 + max

s′∈S

∣∣V t
i,h+1(s′)

∣∣ ≤ 1 + H − h, (36)
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due to
∥∥Ph(· | sh, ah)

∥∥
1 = 1 and also the definition of Qt

i,h+1 such that for any s′ ∈ S

∣∣V t
i,h+1(s′)

∣∣ =
∣∣∣⟨πt

h+1(·|s′), Qt
i,h+1(s′, ·)⟩

∣∣∣
≤
∥∥πt

h+1(·|s′)
∥∥

1
∥∥Qt

i,h+1(s′, ·)
∥∥

∞
≤ max

a

∣∣Qt
i,h+1(s′, a)

∣∣ ≤ H − h.

(37)

Note that we have the condition that for any V : S 7→ [0, H],

|r̂t
i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψt

i,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m], |(P̂t
h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φt

h(s, a).

Then, we obtain

ri,h(s, a) − r̂t
i,h(s, a) − Ψt

i,h(s, a) ≤
∣∣ri,h(s, a) − r̂t

i,h(s, a)
∣∣− βr,k

h (s, a) ≤ 0.

In addition, we can obtain〈
Ph(· | s, a) − P̂t

h(·|s, a), V t
i,h+1(·)

〉
S − Φt

h(s, a) ≤ Φt
h(s, a) − Φt

h(s, a) = 0.

Thus, we have

ri,h(s, a) − r̂t
i,h(s, a) +

〈
Ph(· | s, a) − P̂t

h(·|s, a), V t
i,h+1(·)

〉
S − Φt

h(s, a) − Ψt
i,h(s, a) ≤ 0.

Combining the above inequality with (35), we have

ςt
i,h(s, a) ≤ 0,

which leads to
H∑

h=1
Eπ,P

[
ςt
i,h(sh, ah)

∣∣ s1
]

≤ 0.

Following the above proof, we can similarly prove

H∑
h=1

Eνi,P
[
ς̃t
i,h(sh, ah)

∣∣ s1
]

≤ 0.

This completes the proof.

Lemma C.3. Under the same conditions as Lemma C.2, then with probability at least 1 − δ,
Algorithm 1 ensures that for all i ∈ [m],

T∑
t=1

[
V t

i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1)
]

≤ O
(√

H3T log m

δ

)
+ 2

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

[Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h)],

T∑
t=1

[
Ṽ t

i,1(s1) − V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1)

]
≤ O

(√
H3T log m

δ

)
+ 2

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

[Ψ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) + Φ̃t

i,h(s̃t
i,h, ãt

i,h)],

where {(st
h, at

h)}H
h=1, ∀t ∈ [T ], is generated via the policy πt and {(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h)}H

h=1, ∀t ∈ [T ], is generated
via the policy ν̃t

i .
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Proof. We start with proving the first inequality of this lemma. Assume that the trajectory
{(st

h, at
h)}H

h=1, ∀t ∈ [T ], is generated following the policy πt. Thus, we expand the bias term at the
h-th step of the t-th episode, which is

V t
i,h(st

h) − V πt

i,h (st
h) = ⟨πt

h(·|st
h), Qt

i,h(st
h, ·) − Qπt

i,h(st
h, ·)⟩A

= Qt
i,h(st

h, at
h) − Qπt

i,h(st
h, at

h)
=
〈
Ph(· | st

h, at
h), V t

i,h+1(·) − V πt

h+1(·)
〉

S − ςt
i,h(st

h, at
h)

= ξt
i,h + V t

i,h+1(st
h+1) − V πt

h+1(st
h+1) − ςt

i,h(st
h, at

h),

(38)

where the first equality by Algorithm 1 and (1), the second inequality is due to that we take a
greedy policy as shown in the algorithm such that πt

h(at
h|st

h) = 1, and the third equality is by
the definition of the model prediction error ςt

i,h in Lemma C.2. Here we introduce the martingale
difference sequence {ξt

i,h}h>0,t>0, which is defined as

ξt
i,h :=

〈
Ph(· | st

h, at
h), V t

i,h+1(·) − V πt

h+1(·)
〉

S −
[
V t

i,h+1(st
h+1) − V πt

h+1(st
h+1)

]
,

such that

Est
h+1∼Ph(· | st

h
,at

h
)
[
ξt

i,h

∣∣F t
h

]
= 0,

where F t
h is the filtration of all randomness up to (h − 1)-th step of the t-th episode plus st

h, at
h.

Note that (38) constructs a recursion for V t
i,h(st

h) − V πt

i,h (st
h). Since V t

H+1(·) = 0 and V πt

H+1(·) = 0,
recursively applying (38) gives

V t
i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1) =
H∑

h=1
ζt

i,h +
H∑

h=1
ξt

i,h −
H∑

h=1
ςt
i,h(st

h, at
h). (39)

Moreover, by the updating rule of Qt
i,h in Algorithm 1, we have

−ςt
i,h(st

h, at
h) = {r̂t

h(st
h, at

h) +
〈
P̂t

h(·|st
h, at

h), V t
i,h+1(·)

〉
S + Ψt

i,h(st
h, at

h) + Φt
h(st

h, at
h)}[0,H−h+1]

− ri,h(st
h, at

h) −
〈
Ph(· | sh, ah), V t

i,h+1(·)
〉

S .

Then, we can bound −ςt
i,h(st

h, at
h) as

−ςt
i,h(st

h, at
h) ≤ −ri,h(st

h, at
h) −

〈
Ph(· | st

h, at
h), V t

i,h+1(·)
〉

S + r̂t
h(st

h, at
h)

+
〈
P̂t

h(·|st
h, at

h), V t
i,h+1(·)

〉
S + Ψt

i,h(st
h, at

h) + Φt
h(st

h, at
h)

≤
∣∣r̂t

h(st
h, at

h) − ri,h(st
h, at

h)
∣∣

+
∣∣∣〈Ph(· | st

h, at
h) − P̂t

h(· | st
h, at

h), V t
i,h+1(·)

〉
S

∣∣∣+ Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h).

where the first inequality is due to {x}[0,H−h+1] ≤ x if x ≥ 0.
As we have the condition that for any V : S 7→ [0, H],

|r̂t
i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψt

i,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m],
|(P̂t

h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φt
h(s, a).
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Putting the above together yields

−ςt
i,h(st

h, at
h) ≤

∣∣r̂t
h(st

h, at
h) − ri,h(st

h, at
h)
∣∣+ ∣∣∣〈Ph(· | st

h, at
h) − P̂t

h(· | st
h, at

h), V t
i,h+1(·)

〉
S

∣∣∣
+ Ψt

i,h(st
h, at

h) + Φt
h(st

h, at
h) ≤ 2Ψt

i,h(st
h, at

h) + 2Φt
h(st

h, at
h).

Therefore, by (39), we have

T∑
t=1

[
V t

i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1)
]

≤
T∑

t=1

H∑
h=1

ξt
i,h + 2

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) + 2

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Φt
h(st

h, at
h).

By Azuma-Hoeffding inequality and the union bound, with probability at least 1 − δ, for all i ∈ [m],
the following inequality hold

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

ξt
i,h ≤ O

(√
H3T log m

δ

)
,

where we use the facts that |Qt
i,h(st

h, at
h) − Qπt

i,h(st
h, at

h)| ≤ 2H and |V t
i,h+1(st

h+1) − V πt

h+1(st
h+1)| ≤ 2H.

Combining the above together, we obtain that with probability at least 1 − δ, for all i ∈ [m],

T∑
t=1

[
V t

i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1)
]

≤ O
(√

H3T log m

δ

)
+ 2

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

[Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h)].

Following the above proof, we similarly obtain

T∑
t=1

[
Ṽ t

i,1(s1) − V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1)

]
≤ O

(√
H3T log m

δ

)
+ 2

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

[Ψ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) + Φ̃t

i,h(s̃t
i,h, ãt

i,h)].

Taking the union bound eventually finishes the proof.

Lemma C.4. Suppose that Φt
h(s, a) =

√
2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

Nt−1
h

(s,a)∨1 ∧H and Ψt
i,h(s, a) =

√
2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

Nt−1
h

(s,a)∨1
∧ 1 are the instantiation of the bonus terms following OptQ in Line 7 of Algorithm 1 where
N t−1

h (s, a) = ∑t−1
τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ

h
,aτ

h
)}. Suppose that Φ̃t

i,h(s, a) =
√

2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)
Ñt−1

i,h
(s,a)∨1

∧ H and

Ψ̃t
i,h(s, a) =

√
2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

Ñt−1
i,h

(s,a)∨1
∧1 are the instantiation of the bonus terms following OptQ in Line 5

of Algorithm 1 where Ñ t−1
i,h (s, a) = ∑t−1

τ=1 1{(s,a)=(s̃τ
i,h

,̃aτ
i,h

)}. The updating rules in Algorithm 1 ensure

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) ≤ O

H

√
T |S||A| log m|S||A|HT

δ

 ,

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Φt
h(st

h, at
h) ≤ O

H2

√
T |S|2|A| log m|S||A|HT

δ

 ,

49



and

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Ψ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) ≤ O

H

√
T |S||A| log m|S||A|HT

δ

 ,

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Φ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) ≤ O

H2

√
T |S|2|A| log m|S||A|HT

δ

 ,

where the trajectory {(st
h, at

h)}H
h=1, ∀t ∈ [T ], is generated following the policy πt, and the trajectory

{(s̃t
i,h, ãt

h)}H
h=1, ∀t ∈ [T ], is generated following the policies ν̃t

i for all i ∈ [m].

Proof. We show that

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Φt
h(st

h, at
h) =

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

√
2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

max{N t−1
h (st

h, at
h), 1}

≤
T∑

t=1

H∑
h=1

√
4H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

N t
h(st

h, at
h)

≤
H∑

h=1

∑
(s,a)∈S×A
NT

h (s,a)>0

NT
h (s,a)∑
n=1

√
2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

n
.

Moreover, we have

H∑
h=1

∑
(s,a)∈S×A
NT

h (s,a)>0

NT
h (s,a)∑
n=1

√
2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

n

≤
H∑

h=1

∑
(s,a)∈S×A

O

√2H2|S|NT
h (s, a) log m|S||A|HT

δ


≤ O

H2

√
T |S|2|A| log m|S||A|HT

δ

 ,

where the last inequality is based on the consideration that ∑(s,a)∈S×A NT
h (s, a) = T such that∑

(s,a)∈S×A

√
NT

h (s, a) ≤ O
(√

T |S||A|
)

when T is sufficiently large. Combining the above results,
we obtain

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Φt
h(st

h, at
h) ≤ O

H2

√
|S|2|A|T log 8m|S||A|HT

δ

 .
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For Ψt
i,h, we similarly have

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) =

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

√
2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)
max{N t−1

h (st
h, at

h), 1}

≤
H∑

h=1

∑
(s,a)∈S×A

√
2NT

h (s, a) log 8m|S||A|HT

δ

≤ O

H

√
T |S||A| log m|S||A|HT

δ

 ,

when T is sufficiently large. Finally, following the above proof, we can similarly prove

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Ψ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) ≤ O

H

√
T |S||A| log m|S||A|HT

δ

 ,

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Φ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) ≤ O

H2

√
T |S|2|A| log m|S||A|HT

δ

 .

This completes the proof.

Lemma C.5. Setting η = log 1
2 m/(H

√
T ), the updating rule of w in Algorithm 1 ensures

max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

(w − wt)⊤[λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))] ≤ 6H log 1
2 m√

T
.

Proof. The mirror ascent step at the (t + 1)-th episode is equivalent to solving the following
maximization problem

maximize
w∈∆m

η⟨w, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩ − DKL
(
w, wt).

We can equivalently reformulate this maximization problem to a minimization problem as

minimize
w∈∆m

− η⟨w, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩ + DKL
(
w, wt).

And we let wt+1 be the solution of the above optimization problem. Note that wt+1 is guaranteed
to stay in the relative interior of a probability simplex if we initialize w0

i = 1/m. Thus, applying
Lemma F.3 gives

− η⟨wt+1, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩ + η⟨w, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩
≤ DKL

(
w, wt)− DKL

(
w, wt+1)− DKL

(
wt+1, wt),

where w is an arbitrary variable in ∆m. Rearranging the terms leads to

η⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩
≤ DKL

(
w, wt)− DKL

(
w, wt+1)− DKL

(
wt+1, wt)

+ η⟨wt+1 − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩.
(40)
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By Pinsker’s inequality, we have

− DKL
(
wt+1, wt) ≤ −1

2
∥∥wt+1 − wt

∥∥2
1.

Further by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

η⟨wt+1 − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩
≤ η∥wt+1 − wt∥1∥λ ⊙ (Ṽ t

1 (s1) + ι − V t
1 (s1))∥∞

≤ 1
2
∥∥wt+1 − wt

∥∥2
1 + η2

2
∥∥λ ⊙ (Ṽ t

1 (s1) + ι − V t
1 (s1))

∥∥2
∞

≤ 1
2
∥∥wt+1 − wt

∥∥2
1 + 9H2η2

2 ,

where the last inequality is due to ∥λ⊙(Ṽ t
1 (s1)+ι−V t

1 (s1))∥2
∞ = (maxi λi(Ṽ t

i,1(s1)+ι−V t
i,1(s1)))2 ≤

9H2 with ι, λi ≤ 1. Therefore, combining the above inequalities with (40) gives

⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩

≤ 1
η

DKL
(
w, wt)− 1

η
DKL

(
w, wt+1)+ 9H2η

2 .

Taking summation from 1 to T on both sides, we have
T∑

t=1
w⊤

(
λ ⊙ (Ṽ t

1 (s1) + ι − V t
1 (s1))

)
−

T∑
t=1

(wt)⊤
(
λ ⊙ (Ṽ t

1 (s1) + ι − V t
1 (s1))

)

≤
T∑

t=1

(1
η

DKL
(
w, wt)− 1

η
DKL

(
w, wt+1))+ 5H2

T∑
t=1

η

= 1
η

DKL
(
w, w1)− 1

η
DKL

(
w, wT +1)+ 5H2

T∑
t=1

η

≤ 1
η

DKL
(
w, w1)+ 5H2

T∑
t=1

η ≤ log m

η
+ 5H2Tη,

where the second inequality is due to 1
η DKL

(
w, wT +1) > 0 and the last inequality is due to that our

initialization of this algorithm ensures that w1
i = 1/m such that DKL

(
w, w1) = ∑m

i=1 wi log(wim) ≤
log m. Setting η = log 1

2 m/(H
√

T ), dividing both sides by T , we have

max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

(w − wt)⊤[λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))] ≤ 6H log 1
2 m√

T
.

This completes the proof.

Lemma C.6 (Concentration). Suppose that r̂t
i,h =

∑t−1
τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ

h
,aτ

h
)}rτ

i,h

Nt−1
h

(s,a)∨1 , P̂t
h = Nt−1

h
(s,a,s′)

Nt−1
h

(s,a)∨1 , Φt
h(s, a) =√

2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)
Nt−1

h
(s,a)∨1 ∧ H, and Ψt

i,h(s, a) =
√

2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)
Nt−1

h
(s,a)∨1 ∧ 1 are the instantiation of re-

ward and transition estimates and their associated bonus terms following OptQ in Line 7 of Al-

gorithm 1 where N t−1
h (s, a) = ∑t−1

τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ
h

,aτ
h

)}. Suppose that r̃t
i,h =

∑t−1
τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ

h
,aτ

h
)}r̃τ

i,h

Ñt−1
h

(s,a)∨1
,
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P̃t
h = Ñt−1

h
(s,a,s′)

Ñt−1
h

(s,a)∨1
, Φ̃t

i,h(s, a) =
√

2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)
Ñt−1

i,h
(s,a)∨1

∧ H, and Ψ̃t
i,h(s, a) =

√
2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

Ñt−1
i,h

(s,a)∨1
∧ 1

are the instantiation of the estimates and the bonus terms following OptQ for Line 5 in Algorithm
1 where Ñ t−1

i,h (s, a) = ∑t−1
τ=1 1{(s,a)=(s̃τ

i,h
,̃aτ

i,h
)}. Then we have with probability at least 1 − δ, for any

V : S 7→ [0, H],

|(P̂t
h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φt

h(s, a), |r̂t
i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψt

i,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m],

and

|(P̃t
h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φ̃t

i,h(s, a), |r̃t
i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψ̃t

i,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m].

Proof. According to Lemma F.2, we obtain that with probability at least 1−δ′, for any V : S 7→ [0, H],

|P̂t
hV (s, a) − PhV (s, a)| ≤ ∥P̂t

h(·|s, a) − Ph(·|s, a)∥1∥V (·)∥∞ ≤ H

√
2|S| log(2|S||A|H/δ)

N t−1
h (s, a) ∨ 1

where the first inequality is by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Moreover, we further have 0 ≤
P̂t

hV (s, a) ≤ ∥P̂t
h(·|s, a)∥1∥V (·)∥∞ ≤ H and similarly 0 ≤ PhV (s, a) ≤ H. Therefore,

|P̂t
hV (s, a) − PhV (s, a)| ≤ H.

Combining the above result, we have

|P̂t
hV (s, a) − PhV (s, a)| ≤

√
2H2|S| log(2|S||A|H/δ′)

N t−1
h (s, a) ∨ 1

∧ H.

Furthermore, according to Lemma F.1, we have

|r̂t
i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤

√
2 log(2|S||A|H/δ)

N t−1
h (s, a) ∨ 1

.

Moreover, since 0 ≤ r̂t
i,h(s, a) ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ ri,h(s, a) ≤ 1 such that |r̂t

i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ 1, thus
we obtain

|r̂t
i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤

√
2 log(2|S||A|H/δ)

N t−1
h (s, a) ∨ 1

∧ 1.

Similar to the proof above, we also have

|(P̃t
h − Ph)(s, a)| ≤

√
2H2|S| log(2|S||A|H/δ′)

N t−1
h (s, a) ∨ 1

∧ H, |r̃t
i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤

√
2 log(2|S||A|H/δ′)

N t−1
h (s, a) ∨ 1

∧ 1,

with probability at least 1 − δ′ for each of the above inequality. By union bound, we have with
probability at least 1 − δ, for all t ∈ [T ] and i ∈ [m],

|(P̂t
h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φt

h(s, a), |r̂t
i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψt

i,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m],

and
|(P̃t

h − Ph)(s, a)| ≤ Φ̃t
i,h(s, a), |r̃t

i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψ̃t
i,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m],

where Φt
h(s, a) =

√
2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

Nt−1
h

(s,a)∨1 ∧ H, Ψt
i,h(s, a) =

√
2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

Nt−1
h

(s,a)∨1 ∧ 1, Φ̃t
i,h(s, a) =√

2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)
Ñt−1

i,h
(s,a)∨1

∧H, and Ψ̃t
i,h(s, a) =

√
2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

Ñt−1
i,h

(s,a)∨1
∧1. This completes the proof.
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C.3 Proof of Theorem 5.2

Proof. Defining π∗
λ as the minimizer of the minimization problem minimizeπ∈Π TCHλ(π), we have

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ)

= max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi

(
V ∗

i,1(s1) + ι − 1
T

T∑
t=1

V πt

i,1 (s1)
)

− max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1))

= max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi

(
V ∗

i,1(s1) + ι − 1
T

T∑
t=1

V πt

i,1 (s1)
)

− 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1))

+ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1)) − max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1)), (41)

where the first equality is by the output of the solution π̂ such that V π̂
i,1 = 1

T

∑T
t=1 V πt

i,1 and the
second equality is by adding and subtracting the term 1

T

∑T
t=1

∑m
i=1 wt

iλi(V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1)).
We further decompose and bound the term maxw∈∆m

∑m
i=1 wiλi

(
V ∗

i,1(s1) + ι − 1
T

∑T
t=1 V πt

i,1 (s1)
)
−

1
T

∑T
t=1

∑m
i=1 wt

iλi(V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1)) in RHS of (41) as follows

max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi

(
V ∗

i,1(s1) + ι − 1
T

T∑
t=1

V πt

i,1 (s1)
)

− 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1))

= max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi

(
V ∗

i,1(s1) + ι − 1
T

T∑
t=1

V πt

i,1 (s1)
)

− max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi
1
T

T∑
t=1

(V ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1))

+ max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi
1
T

T∑
t=1

(V ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1)) − 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1))

≤ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) − V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term(I)

+ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

(wi − wt
i)λi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term(II)

,

where the first equality is by adding and subtracting the term maxw∈∆m

∑m
i=1 wiλi

1
T ·
∑T

t=1(V ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1)+
ι−V πt

i,1 (s1)), the first inequality is by the inequality maxx f(x)−maxx g(x) ≤ maxx |f(x)−g(x)| and
V ∗

i,1(s1) ≥ V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1) since V ∗

i,1(s1) := maxνi∈Π V νi
i,1(s1). Now we can see that Term(I) is the learning

error for the optimal value w.r.t. each individual objective. And Term(II) is associated with learning
toward the optimal w.

We next decompose and bound the term 1
T

∑T
t=1

∑m
i=1 wt

iλi(V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1)) − maxw∈∆m
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∑m
i=1 wiλi(V ∗

i,1(s1) + ι − V
π∗

λ
i,1 (s1)) in RHS of (41) as follows

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1)) − max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1))

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1)) − 1
T

T∑
t=1

max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1))

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1)) − 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V
π∗

λ
i,1 (s1))

= 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term(III)

,

where the first inequality is due to V ∗
i,1(s1) ≥ V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) and

max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1)) ≥ 1
T

T∑
t=1

max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1)).

Term(III) depicts the learning error toward the (weakly) Pareto optimal solution π∗
λ under the given

preference λ. Therefore, combining the above results with (41), we obtain

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ Term(I)+Term(II)+Term(III). (42)

Then, we turn to bounding the above three terms respectively based on the updating rule in
Algorithm 1. To prove the upper bounds, we first assume that the transition and reward functions
can be estimated by certain procedures such that the true transition and reward functions satisfy
the following conditions of bounded estimation errors. At the end of this proof, we show that the
estimation method in this work satisfies these conditions with high probability. This also shows the
generality of our theoretical proof for any reward and transition estimation satisfying the following
conditions. Under the same conditions as in Lemma C.2, suppose that for any V : S 7→ [0, H],

|(P̂t
h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φt

h(s, a),
|r̂t

i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψt
i,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m],

(43)

and Qt
i,h(·, ·) = {(r̂t

i,h + P̂t
hV t

i,h+1 + Φt
h + Ψt

i,h)(·, ·)}[0,H−h+1] is the associated optimistic Q-function
is. In addition, we suppose that

|(P̃t
h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φ̃t

i,h(s, a),
|r̃t

i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψ̃t
i,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m],

(44)

and Q̃t
i,h(·, ·) = {(r̃t

i,h + P̃t
i,hṼ t

i,h+1 + Φ̃t
i,h + Ψ̃t

i,h)(·, ·)}[0,H−h+1] is the corresponding optimistic
Q-function.

Next, we give the upper bounds of Term(I), Term(II), and Term(III). For Term(I), we have
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Term(I) = max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) − V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1))

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) − V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1))

= 1
T

T∑
t=1

max
i∈[m]

λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) − V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1))

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

λi(V ∗
i,1(s1) − V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1)),

where the first inequality is due to the fact that max is a convex function as well as V ∗
i,1(s1) ≥ V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1)
and the first equality is due to maxw∈∆m w⊤x = max xi. Furthermore, we have

V ∗
i,1(s1) − V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) = V ∗
i,1(s1) − Ṽ t

i,1(s1) + Ṽ t
i,1(s1) − V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1).

By Lemma C.1, we obtain
V ∗

i,1(s1) − Ṽ t
i,1(s1)

≤
H∑

h=1
Eν∗

i ,P[ς̃t
i,h(sh, ah) | s1] +

H∑
h=1

Eν∗
i ,P[⟨ν∗

i,h(·|sh) − ν̃t
i,h(·|sh), Q̃t

i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1] ≤ 0,
(45)

where ν∗
i := argmaxν V ν

i,1(s1) is the individual optimal policy, ς̃t
i,h(s, a) = ri,h(s, a) +PhṼ t

i,h+1(s, a) −
Q̃t

i,h(s, a), and second inequality is by optimism as in Lemma C.2 and the greedy updating rule
for ν̃t

i,h in Algorithm 1 such that ∑H
h=1 Eν∗

i ,P[ς̃t
i,h(sh, ah) | s1] ≤ 0 and ∑H

h=1 Eν∗
i ,P[⟨ν∗

i,h(·|sh) −
ν̃t

i,h(·|sh), Q̃t
i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1] ≤ 0. Thus, we have with probability at least 1 − δ′,

Term(I) ≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

λi(Ṽ t
i,1(s1) − V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1)) =
m∑

i=1
λi

1
T

T∑
t=1

(Ṽ t
i,1(s1) − V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1))

≤ O
(√

H3 log(m/δ′)
T

)
+ 2

T

m∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

λi[Ψ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) + Φ̃t

i,h(s̃t
i,h, ãt

i,h)],
(46)

where the inequality is due to Lemma C.3.
Next, we bound Term(II). Specifically, we have

Term(II) = max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

(wi − wt
i)λi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 − Ṽ t
i,1 + Ṽ t

i,1 + ι − V πt

i,1 + V t
i,1 − V t

i,1)

≤ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

(w − wt)⊤[λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))]

+ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1) − Ṽ t

i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1) + V t
i,1(s1))

− 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) − Ṽ t
i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1) + V t
i,1(s1)),

56



where the inequality is due to the fact that max is a convex function and x⊙y := (x1y1, x2y2, · · · , xmym).
By Lemma C.5 which analyzes the updating rule of w in Algorithm 1, we have

max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

(w − wt)⊤[λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))] ≤ 6H log 1
2 m√

T
.

Moreover, by Lemma C.3, we further obtain that with probability at least 1 − δ′,

max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V
ν̃t

i
i,1 − Ṽ t

i,1 − V πt

i,1 + V t
i,1) − 1

T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 − Ṽ t
i,1 − V πt

i,1 + V t
i,1)

≤ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V t
i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1)) + 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(Ṽ t

i,1(s1) − V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1))

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

λi(V t
i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1)) + 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

λi(Ṽ t
i,1(s1) − V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1))

≤ 2
T

m∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

λi[Ψ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) + Φ̃t

i,h(s̃t
i,h, ãt

i,h) + Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h)]

+ O
(√

H3 log(m/δ′)
T

)
,

where the first and the second inequalities are by (45) such that V
ν̃t

i
i,1 (s1) − Ṽ t

i,1(s1) ≤ V ∗
i,1(s1) −

Ṽ t
i,1(s1) ≤ 0 and also due to 0 ≤ wi, wt

i ≤ 1 and Lemmas C.1 and C.2 with ςt
i,h(s, a) = ri,h(s, a) +

PhV t
i,h+1(s, a) − Qt

i,h(s, a) such that

V πt

i,1 (s1) − V t
i,1(s1)

=
H∑

h=1
Eπt,P[ςt

i,h(sh, ah) | s1] +
H∑

h=1
Eπt,P[⟨πt

h(·|sh) − πt
h(·|sh), Qt

i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1] ≤ 0,
(47)

and the third inequality is by Lemma C.3. Therefore, combining the above results for Term(II), we
obtain with probability at least 1 − δ′,

Term(II) ≤ 2
T

m∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

λi[Ψ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) + Φ̃t

i,h(s̃t
i,h, ãt

i,h) + Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h)]

+ O
(√

H3 log(m/δ′)
T

)
, (48)

where the trajectory {(st
h, at

h)}H
h=1, ∀t ∈ [T ], is generated via the policy πt, and {(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h)}H

h=1, ∀t ∈
[T ], is generated via the policy ν̃t

i .
Finally, we turn to Term(III). We can decompose this term as follows,

Term(III) = 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1))

= 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) − V t
i,1(s1)) + 1

T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V t

i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1)).
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For the term 1
T

∑T
t=1

∑m
i=1 wt

iλi(V t
i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1)) above, we have with probability at least 1 − δ′,

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V t

i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1))

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

λi(V t
i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1))

≤ 2
T

m∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

λi[Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h)] + O
(√

H3 log(m/δ′)
T

)
,

where the first inequality is due to (47) and 0 ≤ wt
i ≤ 1, and the second inequality is by Lemma C.3.

For the term 1
T

∑T
t=1

∑m
i=1 wt

iλi(V
π∗

λ
i,1 − V t

i,1), by Lemma C.1 and optimism in Lemma C.2, we have

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) − V t
i,1(s1))

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi

H∑
h=1

Eπ∗
λ

,P[ςt
i,h(sh, ah) | s1]

+ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi

H∑
h=1

Eπ∗
λ

,P[⟨π∗
λ(·|sh) − πt

h(·|sh), Qt
i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1]

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Eπ∗
λ

,P[⟨π∗
λ(·|sh) − πt

h(·|sh), (wt ⊙ λ)⊤Qt
h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1] ≤ 0,

where the last inequality is due to the updating rule of πt in Algorithm 1,i.e., πt
h = argmaxπh

⟨(wt ⊙
λ)⊤Qt

h(·, ·), πh(·|·)⟩A. Therefore, combining the above results corresponding to Term(III), we obtain
with probability at least 1 − δ′,

Term(III) ≤ 2
T

m∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

λi[Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h)] + O
(√

H3 log(m/δ′)
T

)
. (49)

Further combining (46),(48), and (49), we have with probability at least 1 − δ′,

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ)

≤ 4
T

m∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

λi[Ψ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) + Φ̃t

i,h(s̃t
i,h, ãt

i,h) + Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h)]

+ O
(√

H3 log(m/δ′)
T

)
. (50)

Now according to Lemma C.6, we immediately know that the conditions (43) and (44) hold with
probability at least 1 − δ′, if P̂t

h, r̂t
i,h, Φt

h, and Ψt
i,h are instantiated via OptQ in Line 7 of Algorithm

1, and P̃t
h, r̃t

i,h, Φ̃t
h, and Ψ̃t

i,h are the instantiated via OptQ for Line 5 in Algorithm 1. Finally, by
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Lemma C.4, we obtain that

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) ≤ O

H

√
T |S||A| log m|S||A|HT

δ′

 ,

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Φt
h(st

h, at
h) ≤ O

H2

√
T |S|2|A| log m|S||A|HT

δ′

 ,

and

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Ψ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) ≤ O

H

√
T |S||A| log m|S||A|HT

δ′

 ,

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Φ̃t
i,h(s̃t

i,h, ãt
i,h) ≤ O

H2

√
T |S|2|A| log m|S||A|HT

δ′

 ,

Combining the above inequalities with (50), by union bound, we eventually obtain that with
probability at least 1 − δ,

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ O

(√
H4|S|2|A| log(m|S||A|HT/δ)

T

)
.

This completes the proof.

D Proofs for Section 6
This section provides a detailed proof of Theorem 6.3. Before presenting the main proof of the
theorem, we first provide several important lemmas.

D.1 Lemmas for Theorem 6.3

Lemma D.1. Algorithm 3 ensures that for any policy π and policy νi

V π
i,1(s1) − V k

i,1(s1) =
H∑

h=1
Eπ,P[ςk

i,h(sh, ah) | s1] +
H∑

h=1
Eπ,P[⟨πh(·|sh) − πk

h(·|sh), Qk
i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1],

V νi
i,1(s1) − Ṽi,1(s1) =

H∑
h=1

Eνi,P[ς̃i,h(sh, ah) | s1] +
H∑

h=1
Eνi,P[⟨νi,h(·|sh) − ν̃i,h(·|sh), Q̃i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1].

where sh, ah are random variables for the state and action, and we define the model prediction error
of the Q-function as ςk

i,h(s, a) = ri,h(s, a) + PhV k
i,h+1(s, a) − Qk

i,h(s, a) and ς̃i,h(s, a) = ri,h(s, a) +
PhṼi,h+1(s, a) − Q̃i,h(s, a).

Proof. This lemma can be proved by exactly following the proof of Lemma C.1 and substituting the
value functions and policies with the ones defined in this lemma.
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Lemma D.2 (Optimism). Let P̂h and r̂i,h, ∀i ∈ [m], be the estimated transition and reward functions
via some estimation procedure in Algorithm 3. Suppose that there exist Φh and Ψi,h such that P̂h

and r̂i,h satisfy for any V :7→ [0, H],

|(P̂h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φh(s, a), and |r̂i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψi,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m],

and the corresponding optimistic Q-functions in Algorithm 3 are defined as Qk
i,h(·, ·) = {(r̂i,h +

P̂hV k
i,h+1 + Φh + Ψi,h)(·, ·)}[0,H−h+1] and Q̃i,h(·, ·) = {(r̂i,h + P̂i,hṼi,h+1 + Φh + Ψi,h)(·, ·)}[0,H−h+1].

Then Algorithm 3 ensures that for any policies π and νi

H∑
h=1

Eπ,P
[
ςk
i,h(sh, ah)

∣∣ s1
]

≤ 0 and
H∑

h=1
Eνi,P

[
ς̃i,h(sh, ah)

∣∣ s1
]

≤ 0,

where ςk
i,h and ς̃i,h is the model prediction errors defined as in Lemma D.1.

Lemma D.3. Under the conditions of Lemma D.2, we have

− ςk
i,h(s, a) ≤ 2Φh(s, a) + 2Ψi,h(s, a) and − ς̃i,h(s, a) ≤ 2Φh(s, a) + 2Ψi,h(s, a),

where ςk
i,h and ς̃i,h is the model prediction errors defined as in Lemma D.1.

Proof. By plugging in the definition of Qk
i,h in Algorithm 3 as above, we decompose the prediction

error as follows

−ςk
i,h(s, a) = Qk

i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a) −
〈
Ph(· | s, a), V k

i,h+1(·)
〉

S

≤
{

(r̂i,h + P̂hV k
i,h+1 + Φh + Ψi,h)(s, a), H − h + 1

}
[0,H−h+1]

− ri,h(s, a) − PhV t
i,h+1(s, a)

≤ max
{

(r̂i,h − ri,h + (P̂h − Ph)V k
i,h+1 + Φh + Ψi,h)(s, a), 0

}
≤ |r̂i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| + |(P̂h − Ph)V k

i,h+1(s, a)| + Φh(s, a) + Ψi,h(s, a),

where the first inequality holds because

ri,h(s, a) +
〈
Ph(· | sh, ah), V k

i,h+1(·)
〉

S

≤ ri,h(s, a) +
∥∥Ph(· | sh, ah)

∥∥
1∥V k

i,h+1(·)∥∞ ≤ 1 + max
s′∈S

∣∣V k
i,h+1(s′)

∣∣ ≤ 1 + H − h,

due to
∥∥Ph(· | sh, ah)

∥∥
1 = 1 and also the definition of Qk

i,h+1 such that for any s′ ∈ S

∣∣V k
i,h+1(s′)

∣∣ =
∣∣∣⟨πk

h+1(·|s′), Qt
i,h+1(s′, ·)⟩

∣∣∣
≤
∥∥πk

h+1(·|s′)
∥∥

1
∥∥Qk

i,h+1(s′, ·)
∥∥

∞

≤ max
a

∣∣Qk
i,h+1(s′, a)

∣∣ ≤ H − h.

By the condition that

|(P̂h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φh(s, a), and |r̂i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψi,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m],
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we have

− ςk
i,h(s, a)

≤ |r̂i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| + |(P̂h − Ph)V k
i,h+1(s, a)| + Φh(s, a) + Ψi,h(s, a)

≤ 2Φh(s, a) + 2Ψi,h(s, a).

For the term −ς̃i,h(s, a), we can derive the upper bound following similar analysis to ςk
i,h(s, a), and

thus we obtain

−ς̃i,h(s, a) ≤ 2Φh(s, a) + 2Ψi,h(s, a).

This completes the proof.

Proof. This lemma can be proved by exactly following the proof of Lemma C.2 and substituting the
definitions of value functions and bonus terms with the ones defined in this lemma.

Lemma D.4. According to the definitions of Φh(s, a) and Ψi,h(s, a) in Algorithm 3, and Φt
h(s, a)

and Ψt
i,h(s, a) in Algorithm 2, we have

Φh(s, a) ≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

Φt
h(s, a), and Ψi,h(s, a) ≤ 1

T

T∑
t=1

Ψt
i,h(s, a).

Proof. We have

Φh(s, a) =
√

2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)
Nh(s, a) ∨ 1 ∧ H ≤ Φt

h(s, a) =
√

2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)
N t−1

h (s, a) ∨ 1
∧ H,

since we always have N t−1
h (s, a) ≤ Nh(s, a). Therefore, we obtain

Φh(s, a) ≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

Φt
h(s, a).

Similarly, we obtain Ψi,h(s, a) ≤ 1
T

∑T
t=1 Ψt

i,h(s, a). This completes the proof.

Lemma D.5. Under the condition

|(P̂t
h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φt

h(s, a)

for any V : S 7→ [0, H], we have

T∑
t=1

max
π∈Π

Eπ,P

[
H∑

h=1
Φt

h(sh, ah)
]

≤ H
T∑

t=1
V

t
1(s1),

T∑
t=1

max
νi∈Π

Eνi,P

[
H∑

h=1
Ψt

i,h(sh, ah)
]

≤
T∑

t=1
V

t
1(s1),

T∑
t=1

V
t
1(s1) ≤ O

(√
H3T log 1

δ

)
+

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

[rt
h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h)],

where the last inequality holds with probability at least 1 − δ.
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Proof. First we show maxπ∈Π Eπ,P
[∑H

h=1 Φt
h(s, a)

]
≤ HV

t
i,1. Note that 0 ≤ Φt

h(s, a)/H ≤ 1. Then
we define V π

1 (s1; Φt/H) as a value function based on the reward function and V π
1 (s1; Φt/H) =

Eπ,P
[∑H

h=1 Φt
h(sh, ah)

]
. Moreover, according to the definition of rt

h in the algorithm, we have

Φt
h(·, ·)/H ≤ rt

h(·, ·) = max{Φt
h(·, ·)/H, Ψt

1,h(·, ·), ·, Ψt
m,h(·, ·)},

which further yields
V π

1 (s1; Φt/H) ≤ V π
1 (s1; rt).

By simply adapting the proof of Lemma C.1 to this lemma, we have

V π
1 (s1; rt) − V

t
1(s1) =

H∑
h=1

Eπ,P[ςt
h(sh, ah) | s1] +

H∑
h=1

Eπ,P[⟨πh(·|sh) − πt
h(·|sh), Qt

i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1],

where ςt
h(s, a) := rt

h(s, a) + PhV
t
h+1(s, a) − Q

t
h(s, a). Moreover, we can further adapt the proof of

Lemma C.2 to this lemma and show that
H∑

h=1
Eπ,P[ςt

h(sh, ah) | s1] ≤ 0,

under the condition that |(P̂t
h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φt

h(s, a). On the other hand, the greedy policy
updating rule πt

h = argmaxπh

〈
Q

t
h(·, ·), πh(·|·)

〉
A ensures that

H∑
h=1

Eπ,P[⟨πh(·|sh) − πt
h(·|sh), Qt

h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1] ≤ 0.

Therefore, we can show that V π
1 (s1; rt) − V

t
1(s1) ≤ 0 holds for any policy π and thus

max
π∈Π

V π
1 (s1; rt) ≤ V

t
1(s1).

Combining the above results leads to
T∑

t=1
max
π∈Π

Eπ,P

[
H∑

h=1
Φt

h(sh, ah)
]

≤ H
T∑

t=1
V

t
1(s1).

Using a similar technique gives
T∑

t=1
max
π∈Π

Eπ,P

[
H∑

h=1
Ψt

i,h(sh, ah)
]

≤
T∑

t=1
V

t
1(s1).

Next, we prove the upper bound of ∑T
t=1 V

t
1(s1). Specifically, we have assume that the trajectory

{(st
h, at

h)}H
h=1, ∀t ∈ [T ], is generated following the policy πt. Thus, we expand the bias term at the

h-th step of the t-th episode, which is

V
t
h(st

h) = ⟨πt
h(·|st

h), Q
t
h(st

h, ·)⟩A = Q
t
h(st

h, at
h)

=
〈
P̂t

h(· | st
h, at

h), V
t
h+1(·)

〉
S + rt

h(st
h, at

h)

=
〈
(P̂t

h − Ph)(· | st
h, at

h), V
t
h+1(·)

〉
S +

〈
Ph(· | st

h, at
h), V

t
h+1(·)

〉
S + rt

h(st
h, at

h)

≤ Φt
h(st

h, at
h) +

〈
Ph(· | st

h, at
h), V

t
h+1(·)

〉
S + rt

h(st
h, at

h)

= ξ
t
h + V

t
h+1(st

h+1) + rt
h(st

h, at
h),

(51)
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where the inequality is by
〈
(P̂t

h − Ph)(· | st
h, at

h), V
t
h+1(·)

〉
S ≤ Φt

h(st
h, at

h) and we introduce the
martingale difference sequence {ξ

t
h}h>0,t>0 defined as

ξ
t
h :=

〈
Ph(· | st

h, at
h), V t

i,h+1(·) − V πt

h+1(·)
〉

S −
[
V t

i,h+1(st
h+1) − V πt

h+1(st
h+1)

]
,

such that

Est
h+1∼Ph(· | st

h
,at

h
)
[
ξ

t
h

∣∣F t
h

]
= 0,

where F t
h is the filtration of all randomness up to (h − 1)-th step of the t-th episode plus st

h, at
h.

Here (51) constructs a recursion for V
t
h(st

h). Since V
k
H+1(·) = 0, recursively applying (51) gives

T∑
t=1

V
t
1(s1) =

H∑
h=1

ξ
t
h +

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

rt
h(st

h, at
h) +

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Φt
h(st

h, at
h)

≤ O
(√

H3T log 1
δ

)
+

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

[rt
h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h)]

with probability at least 1 − δ, where the last inequality is by Azuma-Hoeffding inequality. This
completes the proof.

Lemma D.6. Suppose that Φt
h(s, a) =

√
2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

Nt−1
h

(s,a)∨1 ∧H and Ψt
i,h(s, a) =

√
2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

Nt−1
h

(s,a)∨1 ∧

1 are the instantiation of the bonus terms in Line 8 of Algorithm 2 where N t−1
h (s, a) = ∑t−1

τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ
h

,aτ
h

)}.
The updating rules in Algorithm 2 ensure

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h) ≤ O

H

√
T |S||A| log m|S||A|HT

δ

 ,

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

Φt
h(st

h, at
h) ≤ O

H2

√
T |S|2|A| log m|S||A|HT

δ

 ,

where the trajectory {(st
h, at

h)}H
h=1, ∀t ∈ [T ], is generated following the policy πt.

Proof. This lemma can be proved by exactly following the proof of Lemma C.4 and substituting the
definitions of bonuses and trajectories with the ones defined in this lemma.

Lemma D.7. Setting, ηk =
√

log m/(H2K) if k > 0 and 0 otherwise, the updating rule of w in
Algorithm 3 ensures

max
w∈∆m

1
K

K∑
k=1

(w − wk)⊤[λ ⊙ (Ṽ1(s1) + ι − V k
1 (s1))] ≤ 6H log 1

2 m√
K

.

Proof. This lemma can be proved by exactly following the proof of Lemma C.5.

Lemma D.8 (Concentration). Suppose that r̂i,h =
∑T

τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ
h

,aτ
h

)}rτ
i,h

Nh(s,a)∨1 , P̂h = Nh(s,a,s′)
Nh(s,a)∨1 , Φh(s, a) =√

2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)
Nh(s,a)∨1 ∧ H are the instantiation of reward and transition estimates and the bonus

63



terms following Line 3 of Algorithm 3 where Nh(s, a) = ∑T
τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ

h
,aτ

h
)}. Suppose that P̂t

h =
Nt−1

h
(s,a,s′)

Nt−1
h

(s,a)∨1 , Φt
i,h(s, a) =

√
2H2|S| log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

Nt−1
i,h

(s,a)∨1 ∧ H, and Ψt
i,h(s, a) =

√
2 log(8m|S||A|HT/δ)

Nt−1
i,h

(s,a)∨1 ∧ 1 are

the instantiation of the transition estimate and the bonus terms following Line 4 in Algorithm 2
where N t−1

i,h (s, a) = ∑t−1
τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ

h
,aτ

h
)}. Then with probability at least 1−δ, for any V : S 7→ [0, H],

|(P̂h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φh(s, a), |r̂i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψi,h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m],

and
|(P̂t

h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φt
h(s, a).

Proof. The proof of this lemma can be obtained following the one for Lemma C.6.

D.2 Proof of Theorem 6.3

Proof. We first decompose the term TCHλ(π̂) − minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) as

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ)

= max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi

(
V ∗

i,1(s1) + ι − 1
K

K∑
k=1

V πk

i,1 (s1)
)

− max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1))

= max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi

(
V ∗

i,1 + ι − 1
K

K∑
k=1

V πk

i,1 (s1)
)

− 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V ν̃i

i,1(s1) + ι − V πk

i,1 (s1))

+ 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V ν̃i

i,1(s1) + ι − V πk

i,1 (s1)) − max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1)),

where the first equality is by the definition of the output π̂ such that V π̂
i,1 = 1

K

∑K
k=1 V πk

i,1 . Following
the analysis from (41) to (42) in Section C.3, we similarly obtain

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ)

≤ max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) − V ν̃i

i,1(s1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term(I)

+ max
w∈∆m

1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

(wi − wk
i )λi(V ν̃i

i,1(s1) + ι − V πk

i,1 (s1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term(II)

+ 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wk
i λi(V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term(III)

.

(52)

Then, we turn to bounding the above three terms respectively based on the updating rules in
Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3. We first assume that the transition and reward functions can be
estimated by certain procedures such that the true transition and reward functions satisfy the
following conditions of bounded estimation errors.

Let P̂t
h, r̂t

i,h, and P̂h be the estimated reward and transitions via some estimation procedures in
Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3 respectively. Suppose that there exist Φt

h, Ψt
i,h, and Φh such that for

any V : S 7→ [0, H],
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|(P̂t
h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φt

h(s, a), ∀i ∈ [m] (53)
∥(P̂h − Ph)V (s, a)| ≤ Φh(s, a), |r̂i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| ≤ Ψi,h(s, a). (54)

Next, we give the upper bounds of Term(I), Term(II), and Term(III). For Term(I), we have

Term(I) = max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) − V ν̃i

i,1(s1))

≤
m∑

i=1
λi(V ∗

i,1(s1) − V ν̃i
i,1(s1))

=
m∑

i=1
λi(V ∗

i,1(s1) − Ṽi,1(s1) + Ṽi,1(s1) − V ν̃i
i,1(s1)),

where we use 1 ≥ wi ≥ 0 and V ∗
i,1(s1) ≥ V ν̃i

i,1(s1). For V ∗
i,1(s1) − Ṽi,1(s1), by Lemma D.1, we have

V ∗
i,1(s1) − Ṽi,1(s1)

≤
H∑

h=1
Eν∗

i ,P[ς̃i,h(sh, ah) | s1] +
H∑

h=1
Eν∗

i ,P[⟨ν∗
i,h(·|sh) − ν̃i,h(·|sh), Q̃i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1] ≤ 0,

(55)

where ς̃i,h(s, a) = ri,h(s, a)+PhṼi,h+1(s, a)−Q̃i,h(s, a), and the second inequality is by Lemma D.2 and
ν̃i,h = argmaxνi,h

⟨νi,h(·|s), Q̃i,h(s, ·)⟩A in Algorithm 3 such that we have∑H
h=1 Eν∗

i ,P[ς̃i,h(sh, ah) | s1] ≤
0, and ∑H

h=1 Eν∗
i ,P[⟨ν∗

i,h(·|sh) − ν̃i,h(·|sh), Q̃i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1] ≤ 0. Thus we obtain

Term(I) ≤
m∑

i=1
λi(Ṽi,1(s1) − V ν̃i

i,1(s1)). (56)

Next, we bound Term(II) as follows

Term(II)

= max
w∈∆m

1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

(wi − wk
i )λi(V ν̃i

i,1(s1) − Ṽi,1(s1) + Ṽi,1(s1) + ι − V πk

i,1 (s1) + V k
i,1(s1) − V k

i,1(s1))

≤ max
w∈∆m

1
K

K∑
k=1

(w − wk)⊤[λ ⊙ (Ṽ1(s1) + ι − V k
1 (s1))]

+ max
w∈∆m

1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ν̃i
i,1(s1) − Ṽi,1(s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1) + V k
i,1(s1))

− 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wk
i λi(V ν̃i

i,1(s1) − Ṽi,1(s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1) + V k
i,1(s1)),

where the inequality is due to the fact that max is a convex function. By Lemma D.7, we have

max
w∈∆m

1
K

K∑
k=1

(w − wk)⊤[λ ⊙ (Ṽ1(s1) + ι − V k
1 (s1))] ≤ 6H log 1

2 m√
K

.
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Moreover, by Lemma D.5, we further obtain that

max
w∈∆m

1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ν̃i
i,1 − Ṽi,1 − V πk

i,1 + V k
i,1) − 1

K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wk
i λi(V ν̃i

i,1 − Ṽi,1 − V πk

i,1 + V k
i,1)

≤ max
w∈∆m

1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V k
i,1 − V πk

i,1 ) + 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wk
i λi(Ṽi,1 − V ν̃i

i,1)

≤ 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

λi(V k
i,1 − V πk

i,1 ) +
m∑

i=1
λi(Ṽi,1 − V ν̃i

i,1),

where the first and the second inequalities are by (55) such that V ν̃i
i,1 − Ṽi,1 ≤ V ∗

i,1 − Ṽi,1 ≤ 0 and
also due to 0 ≤ wi, wk

i ≤ 1 and Lemmas D.1 and D.2 such that

V πk

i,1 (s1) − V k
i,1(s1)

=
H∑

h=1
Eπk,P[ςk

i,h(sh, ah) | s1] +
H∑

h=1
Eπk,P[⟨πk

h(·|sh) − πk
h(·|sh), Qk

i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1] ≤ 0,
(57)

where ςk
i,h(s, a) = ri,h(s, a) + PhV k

i,h+1(s, a) − Qk
i,h(s, a). Combining the above results gives

Term(II) ≤ 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

λi(V k
i,1(s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1)) +
m∑

i=1
λi(Ṽi,1(s1) − V ν̃i

i,1(s1)) + 6H log 1
2 m√

K
. (58)

Finally, we will bound Term(III) as follows,

Term(III) = 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wk
i λi(V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) − V k
i,1(s1) + V k

i,1(s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1))

= 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wk
i λi(V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) − V k
i,1(s1)) + 1

K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wk
i λi(V k

i,1(s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1))

≤ 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wk
i λi(V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) − V k
i,1(s1)) + 1

K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

λi(V k
i,1(s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1)),

where the last inequality is by (57) and wk
i ∈ [0, 1]. For 1

K

∑K
k=1

∑m
i=1 wk

i λi(V
π∗

λ
i,1 (s1) − V k

i,1(s1)),
using Lemma D.1 and optimism as in Lemma D.2, we have

1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wk
i λi(V

π∗
λ

i,1 (s1) − V k
i,1(s1))

≤ 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wk
i λi

H∑
h=1

Eπ∗
λ

,P[ςk
i,h(sh, ah) | s1]

+ 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

wk
i λi

H∑
h=1

Eπ∗
λ

,P[⟨π∗
λ(·|sh) − πk

h(·|sh), Qk
i,h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1]

≤ 1
K

K∑
k=1

H∑
h=1

Eπ∗
λ

,P[⟨π∗
λ(·|sh) − πk

h(·|sh), (wk ⊙ λ)⊤Qk
h(sh, ·)⟩A | s1] ≤ 0,
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where the last inequality is due to the updating rule of πk in Algorithm 3,i.e., πk
h = argmaxπh

⟨(wk ⊙
λ)⊤Qk

h(·, ·), πh(·|·)⟩A. Combining the above results for Term(III), we have

Term(III) ≤ 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

λi(V k
i,1(s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1)). (59)

Further combining (56),(58), (59), and (52), we have obtain

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ 2

K

m∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

λi(V k
i,1(s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1))

+ 2
m∑

i=1
λi(Ṽi,1(s1) − V ν̃i

i,1(s1)) + 6H log 1
2 m√

K
.

(60)

Next, we will bound the terms 1/K ·
∑m

i=1
∑K

k=1 λi(V k
i,1 − V πk

i,1 ) and ∑m
i=1 λi(Ṽi,1 − V ν̃i

i,1) following the
updating rules of the exploration phase in Algorithm 2. Similar to (57), by Lemma D.1, we have

1
K

m∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

λi(V k
i,1(s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1)) = 1
K

m∑
i=1

λi

K∑
k=1

H∑
h=1

Eπk,P[−ςk
i,h(sh, ah) | s1]

≤ 2
m∑

i=1
λi max

π∈Π
Eπ,P

H∑
h=1

[Φh(s, a) + Ψi,h(s, a)],

where the last inequality is by Lemma D.3. In addition, by Lemma D.1 and D.3, we also have

m∑
i=1

λi(Ṽi,1 − V ν̃i
i,1) =

m∑
i=1

λi

H∑
h=1

Eν̃i,P[−ς̃i,h(sh, ah) | s1]

≤ 2
m∑

i=1
λiEν̃i,P

[
H∑

h=1

(
Φh(sh, ah) + Ψi,h(sh, ah)

)]

≤ 2
m∑

i=1
λi max

π∈Π
Eπ,P

[
H∑

h=1

(
Φh(sh, ah) + Ψi,h(sh, ah)

)]
.

Therefore, further with (60), we have

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ 8

m∑
i=1

λi max
π∈Π

Eπ,P

[
H∑

h=1

(
Φh(sh, ah) + Ψi,h(sh, ah)

)]
+ 6H log 1

2 m√
K

.

Employing Lemma D.4 and Lemma D.5, we have with probability at least 1 − δ,

max
π∈Π

Eπ,P

[
H∑

h=1

(
Φh(sh, ah) + Ψi,h(sh, ah)

)]

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

max
π∈Π

Eπ,P max
π∈Π

[
H∑

h=1

(
Φt

h(sh, ah) + Ψt
i,h(sh, ah)

)]

≤ 2H

T

T∑
t=1

V
t
1(s1) ≤ O

(√
H5 log(1/δ′)

T

)
+ 2H

T

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

[rt
h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h)],
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which further gives

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ O

(√
H5 log(1/δ′)

T
+

√
H2 log m

K

)
+ 16H

T

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

[rt
h(st

h, at
h) + Φt

h(st
h, at

h)].

According to Algorithm 2, we know that rt
h(·, ·) = max{Φt

h(·, ·)/H, Ψt
1,h(·, ·), Ψt

2,h(·, ·), ·, Ψt
m,h(·, ·)}

in option [I] for the exploration reward construction. Moreover, by the definition of the bonus terms
as in Line 4 of Algorithm 2, we know that rt

h ≤ Φt
h(·, ·). Thus, we further have

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ O

(√
H5 log(1/δ′)

T
+

√
H2 log m

K

)
+ 32H

T

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

[Φt
h(st

h, at
h)].

By Lemma D.8, we notice that the conditions (53) and (54) hold for the estimation methods applied
in Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3 with probability at least 1 − δ′. Therefore, further applying Lemma
D.6 and by union bound, we have with probability at least 1 − δ,

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ) ≤ O

(√
H2 log m

K

)
+ O

(√
H6|S|2|A| log(m|S||A|HT/δ)

T

)
.

We now analyze the case that we adopt rt
h(·, ·) = Φt

h(·, ·)/H +∑m
i=1 Ψt

i,h(·, ·) in option [II]. Applying
Lemmas D.6 and D.8, following the above result, we have with probability at least 1 − δ,

TCHλ(π̂) − TCHλ(π∗
λ)

≤ O
(√

H5 log(1/δ′)
T

+

√
H2 log m

K

)
+ 32H

T

T∑
t=1

H∑
h=1

[2Φt
h(st

h, at
h) +

m∑
i=1

Ψt
i,h(st

h, at
h)]

≤ O
(√

H2 log m

K

)
+ O

(√(H2|S| + m)H4|S||A| log(m|S||A|HT/δ)
T

)
.

This completes the proof of this theorem.

E Proofs for Section 7

E.1 Proof of Proposition 7.2

Proof. In this proof, we first show that for any policy class Π (either stochastic or deterministic), we
have {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m} ⊆ Π∗
W and {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π), ∀λ ∈
∆o

m} ⊆ Π∗
P for µ > 0. In addition, we prove that for a deterministic policy class Π, there exists

µ∗ > 0 such that for 0 < µ < µ∗, Π∗
P ⊆ {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o
m}. Then, we show

that for a stochastic policy class Π, we have Π∗
W ⊆ {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m} and
Π∗

P ⊆ {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ
λ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o

m} for any µ > 0. Finally, we provide an example to
show that a Pareto optimal policy may not be the solution to minπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π) for any λ ∈ ∆m

and µ > 0 when Π is a deterministic policy class.
Part 1) Prove {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m} ⊆ Π∗
W and {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π),
∀λ ∈ ∆o

m} ⊆ Π∗
P with µ > 0 for any policy class Π (either stochastic or deterministic). The proof of

this claim can be immediately obtained by the prior work Lin et al. [2024].
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𝐕0

𝕍(Π)
𝛌0

(𝑉1
∗ + 𝜄, 𝑉2

∗ + 𝜄)

Figure 3: Illustration of Part 3)

Part 2) Prove that for a deterministic policy class Π, there exists µ∗ > 0 such that for 0 < µ < µ∗,
Π∗

P ⊆ {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ
λ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o

m}. We need to show that if a policy is Pareto optimal,
there always exists a λ such that this policy is a solution to π ∈ minπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π).
For any π ∈ Π∗

P, we define its associated λ as λi := (V ∗
i,1(s1)+τ−V π

i,1(s1))−1∑m

j=1(V ∗
j,1(s1)+τ−V π

j,1(s1))−1 > 0. Now we let π̆

be an arbitrary policy in Π∗
P. We need to find a problem-dependent µ∗ such that when µ < µ∗, π̆ is

a solution to minπ∈Π STCHµ
λ(π) with λ defined above.

We have STCHµ
λ(π̆) = µ log[m exp(1/(µ∑m

j=1(V ∗
j,1(s1) + τ − V π̆

j,1(s1))−1))]. For any other π̃ ̸= π̆,
to ensure STCHµ

λ(π̆) ≤ STCHµ
λ(π̃), according to (11) that STCHµ

λ(π) − µ log m ≤ TCHλ(π) ≤
STCHµ

λ(π), we require

STCHµ
λ(π̆) ≤ STCHµ

λ(π̃),

which can be guaranteed by

TCHλ(π̆) + µ log m ≤ TCHλ(π̃).

According to Proposition 4.8, we have that π̆ is the optimal solution to minπ∈Π TCHλ(π) with
λ defined as above. We let π̃ be a policy such that V π̃

i,1(s1) ̸= V π̃
i,1(s1) for some i ∈ [m] and

STCHµ
λ(π̃) is the minimal value for policies satisfying the above condition. (If such a policy does

not exist, then all policies lead to the same function value as STCHµ
λ(π̆).) Thus, we can set

µ∗ = (TCHλ(π̃) − TCHλ(π̆))/ log m. This completes the proof of Part 2).
Part 3) Prove that for a stochastic policy class Π, we have Π∗

W ⊆ {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ
λ(π), ∀λ ∈

∆m} and Π∗
P ⊆ {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o
m} for any µ > 0. According to Proposition

4.1, we know that V(Π) is a convex polytope when Π is a stochastic policy class.
As shown in the Part 2) of the proof of Proposition 4.2, when V(Π) is a convex polytope, for

any V 0 on the Pareto front, one can find a hyperplane {V ∈ Rm|
∑m

i=1 aiVi = C} with ai > 0, C > 0
satisfying ∑m

i=1 aiV
0

i = C and V(Π) ⊆ {V ∈ Rm|
∑m

i=1 aiVi ≤ C}. With a slight abuse of notation,
we view STCHµ

λ as a function of V and denote STCHµ
λ(V ) := µ log(∑m

i=1 exp(λi(V ∗
i + ι − Vi)/µ)).

For any µ > 0, if we can find positive λi’s such that V 0 ∈ argminV :
∑m

i=1 aiVi=C STCHµ
λ(V ), then

min
V ∈V(Π)

STCHµ
λ(V ) ≤ STCHµ

λ(V 0) = min
V :
∑m

i=1 aiVi=C
STCHµ

λ(V )

= min
V :
∑m

i=1 aiVi≤C
STCHµ

λ(V ) ≤ min
V ∈V(Π)

STCHµ
λ(V ),
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which implies that V 0 ∈ argminV ∈V(Π) STCHµ
λ(V 0). This leads to the desired result.

Consider the problem minV :
∑m

i=1 aiVi=C STCHµ
λ(V ). It is equivalent to

min
V :
∑m

i=1 aiVi=C

m∑
i=1

exp(λi(V ∗
i + ι − Vi)/µ),

since log is a strictly increasing function. The method of Lagrange multipliers leads to the conditions

λi exp(λi(V ∗
i + ι − Vi)/µ) = µwai, (61)

where w is the Lagrange multiplier. The LHS of (61) is an increasing function of λi which goes
to 0 when λi → 0+ and tends to ∞ when λi → ∞. Therefore, for w > 0, as ai > 0, we can
always find λ0

i ’s such that λ0
i exp(λ0

i (V ∗
i + ι − V 0

i )/µ) = µwai. Then, for λ0 = (λ0
1, . . . , λ0

m),
we have V 0 = argminV ∈V(Π) STCHµ

λ0(V 0). One can adjust w to make sure that ∑i λ0
i = 1.

The above construction is illustrated in Figure 3. This completes the proof for Π∗
P ⊆ {π | π ∈

argminπ∈Π STCHµ
λ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆o

m}.
For any weak Pareto optimal policy, the only difference is that some ai might be 0. Set the

corresponding λi to be 0 completes the proof for Π∗
W ⊆ {π | π ∈ argminπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π), ∀λ ∈ ∆m}.
Part 4) Now we use a concrete example to illustrate that for a deterministic policy class Π, a
weakly Pareto optimal policy may not be the solution of minπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π) for any λ ∈ ∆m. We
consider a multi-objective multi-arm bandit problem, a simple and special MOMDP whose state
space size |S| = 1, episode length H = 1, with a deterministic policy. Here we assume this bandit
problem has m = 2 reward functions r1 and r2 and |A| = 3 actions. We define

r1(a1) = 1, r1(a2) = 0.5, r1(a3) = 0.5,

r2(a1) = 0.5, r2(a2) = 1, r2(a3) = 0.5,

which are the reward values of the three actions for each reward function. Via the definition of the
(weakly) Pareto optimal policy, we can find that a1, a2 are the Pareto optimal arms and that a3 is
a weakly Pareto optimal arm but not a Pareto optimal arm. Then, we have

STCHµ
λ(a1) = µ log(eιλ1/µ + e(0.5+ι)λ2/µ),

STCHµ
λ(a2) = µ log(e(0.5+ι)λ1/µ + eιλ2/µ),

STCHµ
λ(a3) = µ log(e(0.5+ι)λ1/µ + e(0.5+ι)λ2/µ),

which leads to (1) STCHµ
λ(a3) > STCHµ

λ(a1) and STCHµ
λ(a3) > STCHµ

λ(a2) when λ1 > 0 and
λ2 > 0, (2) STCHµ

λ(a3) > STCHµ
λ(a2) when λ1 = 0 and λ2 = 1, and (3) STCHµ

λ(a3) > STCHµ
λ(a1)

when λ1 = 1 and λ2 = 0. This implies that a3 is not a minimizer of STCHµ
λ(π) for any λ ∈ ∆m and

µ > 0. The proof of this proposition is completed.

E.2 Proof of Proposition 7.3

Proof. According to Proposition 7.2, when λi > 0, the solution to minπ∈Π STCHµ
λ(π) is Pareto

optimal. We now prove that all Pareto optimal policies associated with the same λ have the same
values on all objectives.

For the case where Π is a stochastic policy class, assume that π̃ and π̆ are two solutions
to minπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π). Assume that there exists i such that V π̃
i,1(s1) ̸= V π̆

i,1(s1). We let V(Π)
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be the set of (V π
1,1(s1), · · · , V π

m,1(s1)) for all π ∈ Π. Then we have 1
2 [(V π̆

1,1(s1), · · · , V π̆
m,1(s1)) +

(V π̃
1,1(s1), · · · , V π̃

m,1(s1))] ∈ V(Π) since V(Π) is convex, which implies that there exists a policy π′

such that

V π′
i,1 (s1) =

V π̆
1,1(s1) + V π̃

1,1(s1)
2 .

On the other hand, the log-sum-exp function log∑m
i=1 exp xi is strictly convex along any direction ex-

cept for the direction of (1, 1, · · · , 1). We note that if
(

λ1(V ∗
1,1(s1)+τ−V π̆

1,1(s1))
µ , · · · ,

λm(V ∗
m,1(s1)+τ−V π̆

m,1(s1))
µ

)
−
(

λ1(V ∗
1,1(s1)+τ−V π̃

1,1(s1))
µ , · · · ,

λm(V ∗
m,1(s1)+τ−V π̃

m,1(s1))
µ

)
= α · (1, 1, · · · , 1) for some α ̸= 0, it contra-

dicts that both π̆ and π̃ are Pareto optimal. Therefore, for policies π̃ and π̆ that do not satisfy the
above condition, we can apply the strict convexity and obtain that

STCHµ
λ(π′) <

STCHµ
λ(π̆) + STCHµ

λ(π̃)
2 = STCHµ

λ(π̆),

which additionally contradicts that π̆ is a minimizer of STCHµ
λ(π). Thus, we must have V π̃

i,1(s1) =
V π̆

i,1(s1) for any i ∈ [m]. This completes the first case.
If Π is a deterministic policy class, for any 0 < µ < µ∗, the Pareto optimal policies that are the

solutions to minπ∈Π STCHµ
λ(π) for all λ with λi > 0 have the same values on all objectives.

Next, we prove this proposition for the deterministic policy class. Following the proof in Section
E.1, when µ < µ∗, the optimal solution π̆ to minπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π) with λi := (V ∗
i,1(s1)+τ−V π̆

i,1(s1))−1∑m

j=1(V ∗
j,1(s1)+τ−V π̆

j,1(s1))−1

has the same values V π̆
i,1(s1) for all i ∈ [m] as any other optimal solutions to minπ∈Π STCHµ

λ(π).
This completes the proof.

E.3 Proof of Proposition 7.4

Proof. The equivalent form in this proposition is obtained by applying the Fenchel conjugate of the
log-sum-exp function [Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004]. Then, we will consider to solve the following
problem for any θ ∈ Rm,

max
w∈∆m

⟨w, θ⟩ −
m∑

i=1
wi log wi. (62)

We note that ⟨w, θ⟩ −
∑m

i=1 wi log wi is a concave function. The Lagrangian function of the above
problem is

L(w; υ, ξ) := ⟨w, θ⟩ −
m∑

i=1
wi log wi + υ

(
m∑

i=1
wi − 1

)
+

m∑
i=1

ξiwi.

Then, by KKT condition, we have
∂L(w∗; υ∗, ξ∗)

∂wi
= θi − log w∗

i − 1 + υ∗ + ξ∗
i = 0,

m∑
i=1

w∗
i − 1 = 0,

ξ∗
i w∗

i = 0, ξ∗
i ≥ 0,
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where (w∗, υ∗, x∗) is the solution to minυ,ξ maxw∈∆m L(w; υ, ξ). By the first two equations above,
we obtain that w∗

i = exp(θi+ξ∗
i )∑m

i=1 exp(θi+ξ∗
i ) > 0, which, combined with the third equation ξ∗

i w∗
i = 0, further

implies ξ∗
i = 0 such that

w∗
i = exp(θi)∑m

i=1 exp(θi)
.

Therefore, plugging w∗ into (62), we have

max
w∈∆m

⟨w, θ⟩ −
m∑

i=1
wi log wi = log

[
m∑

i=1
exp(θi)

]
.

Now we let θi = λi(V ∗
i,1(s1)+ι−V π

i,1(s1))
µ . Then, multiplying both sides of the above equation by µ yields

STCHµ
λ(π) = µ log

[
m∑

i=1
exp

(
λi(V ∗

i,1(s1) + ι − V π
i,1(s1))

µ

)]

= max
w∈∆m

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) + ι − V π

i,1(s1)) − µ
m∑

i=1
wi log wi.

Therefore, we eventually obtain that

min
π∈Π

STCHµ
λ(π) = min

π∈Π
max

w∈∆m

max
νi∈Π

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V νi
i,1(s1) + ι − V π

i,1(s1)) − µ
m∑

i=1
wi log wi.

This completes the proof.

E.4 Lemmas for Theorem 7.5 and Theorem 7.6

We note that the only differences between algorithms for Tchebycheff scalarization and algorithms
for smooth Tchebycheff scalarization are the updating steps of w. Therefore, to prove Theorem 7.5
and Theorem 7.6, we need to derive new lemmas for the updating steps of w in Algorithm 4 and
Algorithm 5. We prove such lemmas in this section. Other lemmas for the proofs of Theorem 7.5
and Theorem 7.6 remain the same as the ones in Section C.2 and Section D.1.

Lemma E.1. Setting ηt = 1
µt and αt = 1

t2 for t ≥ 1, the updating rule of w in Algorithm 4 ensures

max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

[
⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t

1 (s1) + ι − V t
1 (s1))⟩ − µ⟨w, log w⟩ + µ⟨wt, log wt⟩

]
≤ 18H2 log T

µT
+ 11µ log3(mT )

T
,

where we slightly abuse the logarithmic operator and let log w := [log w1, log w2, · · · , log wm] be an
element-wise logarithmic operation for the vector w

Proof. The mirror ascent step at the (t + 1)-th episode is equivalent to solving the following
minimization problem

minimize
w∈∆m

− ηt⟨w, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1)) − µ log w̃t⟩ + DKL
(
w, w̃t).
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We let wt+1 be the solution to the above optimization problem. Note that wt+1 is guaranteed
to stay in the relative interior of a probability simplex if we initialize w0

i = 1/m. Thus, applying
Lemma F.3 gives

ηt⟨w − wt+1, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1)) − µ log w̃t⟩
≤ DKL

(
w, w̃t)− DKL

(
w, wt+1)− DKL

(
wt+1, w̃t),

where w is an arbitrary variable in ∆m. Rearranging the terms leads to

ηt⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩ − ηtµ⟨w, log w⟩ + ηtµ⟨wt, log wt⟩
≤ DKL

(
w, w̃t)− DKL

(
w, wt+1)− DKL

(
wt+1, w̃t)

+ ηt⟨wt+1 − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1)) − µ log w̃t⟩
− ηtµ⟨w, log w⟩ + ηtµ⟨wt, log wt⟩ + ηtµ⟨w − wt, log w̃t⟩.

(63)

For terms in RHS of (63), by Lemma F.4 and the definition of KL divergence, we have

− DKL
(
w, wt+1) ≤ −DKL

(
w, w̃t+1)+ αt log m,

− ηtµ⟨w, log w⟩ + ηtµ⟨wt, log wt⟩ + ηtµ⟨w − wt, log w̃t⟩
= −ηtµDKL

(
w, w̃t)+ ηtµDKL

(
wt, w̃t) ≤ −ηtµDKL

(
w, w̃t)+ µηtαt log m,

which thus leads to

ηt⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩ − ηtµ⟨w, log w⟩ + ηtµ⟨wt, log wt⟩
≤ (1 − ηtµ)DKL

(
w, w̃t)− DKL

(
w, w̃t+1)− DKL

(
wt+1, w̃t)+ 2αt log m

+ ηt⟨wt+1 − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1)) − µ log w̃t⟩,

(64)

where we use the setting that µηt ≤ 1. In addition, by Pinsker’s inequality, we have

− DKL
(
wt+1, w̃t) ≤ −1

2
∥∥wt+1 − w̃t

∥∥2
1.

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the last term in (64) is bounded as

ηt⟨wt+1 − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1)) − µ log w̃t⟩

≤ ηt∥wt+1 − wt∥1∥λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1)) − µ log w̃t∥∞

≤ ηt

(
∥wt+1 − w̃t∥1 + ∥w̃t − wt∥1

)
∥λ ⊙ (Ṽ t

1 (s1) + ι − V t
1 (s1)) − µ log w̃t∥∞

≤ 1
2
∥∥wt+1 − wt

∥∥2
1 + (3H + µ log(m/αt))2 η2

t + 2α2
t ,

where the last inequality uses Lemma F.4 and ∥λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1)) − µ log w̃t∥∞ =
maxi λi(Ṽ t

i,1(s1) + ι − V t
i,1(s1))) − µ log w̃t

i ≤ 3H + µ log(m/αt) with ι, λi ≤ 1. Plugging the above
results in (64), we have

ηt⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩ − ηtµ⟨w, log w⟩ + ηtµ⟨wt, log wt⟩
≤ (1 − ηtµ)DKL

(
w, w̃t)− DKL

(
w, w̃t+1)+ 2αt log m + (3H + µ log(m/αt))2 η2

t + 2α2
t ,
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Now setting ηt = 1/(µt) and αt = 1/t2, dividing both sides by Tηt, and taking summation from 1
to T , we obtain

1
T

T∑
t=1

[
⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t

1 (s1) + ι − V t
1 (s1))⟩ − µ⟨w, log w⟩ + µ⟨wt, log wt⟩

]

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

[
µ(t − 1)DKL

(
w, w̃t)− µtDKL

(
w, w̃t+1)+ 2µ log m

t
+ (3H + µ log(t2m))2

µt
+ 2µ

t3

]

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

[
2µ log m

t
+ (3H + 2µ log(mt))2

µt
+ 2µ

t3

]

≤ 3µ log(mT )
T

+ (3H + 2µ log(mT ))2 log T

µT
≤ 18H2 log T

µT
+ 11µ log3(mT )

T
.

This completes the proof.

Lemma E.2. Setting ηk = 1
µk and αk = 1

k2 for k ≥ 1 and η0 = α0 = 0, the updating rule of w in
Algorithm 5 ensures

max
w∈∆m

1
K

K∑
k=1

[
⟨w − wk, λ ⊙ (Ṽ1(s1) + ι − V k

1 )⟩ − µ⟨w, log w⟩ + µ⟨wk, log wk⟩
]

≤ 18H2 log K

µK
+ 11µ log3(mK)

K
,

where we slightly abuse the logarithmic operator and let log w := [log w1, log w2, · · · , log wm] be an
element-wise logarithmic operation for the vector w

Proof. The proof of this lemma exactly follows the proof of Theorem E.1.

E.5 Proof of Theorem 7.5

Proof. We begin the proof of this theorem by decomposing STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ) where

π̂ = Mix(π1, π2, · · · , πT ). Specifically, following the decomposition analysis in Section C.3, we have

STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ)

≤ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) − V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term(I)

+ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

[(wi − wt
i)λi(V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1) + ι − V πt

i,1 (s1)) − wi log wi + wt
i log wt

i ]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term(II)

+ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wt
iλi(V

π∗
µ,λ

i,1 (s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term(III)

(65)
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Then, we bound the above three terms respectively based on the updating rules in Algorithm 4.
The only difference between Algorithm 1 for Tchebycheff scalarization and Algorithm 4 for smooth
Tchebycheff scalarization are their updating steps of w. As we can observe, only the upper bound
of Term(II) corresponds to the updating step of w. Thus, to prove Theorem 7.5, we can adopt the
proof of Theorem 5.2 to provide the upper bounds of Term(I) and Term(III). Then, we have

Term(I) + Term(III) ≤ O
(√

H4|S|2|A| log(m|S||A|HT/δ′)
T

)
,

with probability at least 1 − δ′. In addition, to bound Term(II), following the proof of Theorem 5.2,
we further apply Lemma E.1 and obtain

Term(II) ≤ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

[
⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t

1 (s1) + ι − V t
1 (s1))⟩ − µ⟨w, log w⟩ + µ⟨wt, log wt⟩

]

+ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

λi(V t
i,1(s1) − V πt

i,1 (s1)) + 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

λi(Ṽ t
i,1(s1) − V

ν̃t
i

i,1 (s1))

≤ O
(√

H4|S|2|A| log(m|S||A|HT/δ′)
T

)
+ 18H2 log T

µT
+ 11µ log3(mT )

T

with probability at least 1 − δ′. Further by (65) and using the union bound, we obtain

STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ) ≤ O

(√
H4|S|2|A| log(m|S||A|HT/δ)

T
+ H2 log T

µT
+ µ log3(mT )

T

)
with probability at least 1 − δ. This completes the proof of this theorem.

E.6 Proof of Theorem 7.6

Proof. We begin the proof of this theorem by decomposing STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ) where

π̂ = Mix(π1, π2, · · · , πK). Specifically, following the decomposition analysis in Section D.2, we have

STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ)

≤ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wiλi(V ∗
i,1(s1) − V ν̃i

i,1(s1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term(I)

+ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

[(wi − wk
i )λi(V ν̃i

i,1(s1) + ι − V πk

i,1 (s1)) − wi log wi + wk
i log wk

i ]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term(II)

+ 1
T

T∑
t=1

m∑
i=1

wk
i λi(V

π∗
µ,λ

i,1 (s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term(III)

(66)

Then, we need to bound the above three terms respectively based on the updating rules in Algorithm
2 and Algorithm 5. The only difference between Algorithm 3 for Tchebycheff scalarization and
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Algorithm 5 for smooth Tchebycheff scalarization are their updating steps of w. And only the upper
bound of Term(II) corresponds to the updating step of w. Thus, to prove Theorem 7.6, we can
adapt the proof of Theorem 6.3 to provide the upper bounds of Term(I) and Term(III), which gives

Term(I) + Term(III) ≤ O
(√

H6|S|2|A| log(m|S||A|HT/δ′)
T

)
,

with probability at least 1 − δ′ for option [I] in Algorithm 2, and

Term(I) + Term(III) ≤ O
(√(H2|S| + m)H4|S|2|A| log(m|S||A|HT/δ′)

T

)
,

with probability at least 1 − δ′ for option [II] in Algorithm 2.
In addition, to bound Term(II), following the proof of Theorem 6.3, we obtain

Term(II) ≤ max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

[
⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t

1 (s1) + ι − V t
1 (s1))⟩ − µ⟨w, log w⟩ + µ⟨wt, log wt⟩

]

+ 1
K

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

λi(V k
i,1(s1) − V πk

i,1 (s1)) +
m∑

i=1
λi(Ṽi,1(s1) − V ν̃i

i,1(s1)).

Further applying Lemma E.2 leads to

Term(II) ≤ O
(√

H6|S|2|A| log(m|S||A|HT/δ′)
T

)
+ 18H2 log K

µK
+ 11µ log3(mK)

K

with probability at least 1 − δ′ for option [I] in Algorithm 2, and

Term(II) ≤ O
(√(H2|S| + m)H4|S||A| log(m|S||A|HT/δ′)

T

)
+ 18H2 log K

µK
+ 11µ log3(mK)

K

with probability at least 1 − δ′ option [II] in Algorithm 2. Combining the above results with (66)
and using the union bound, we obtain

STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ) ≤ O

(√
H6|S|2|A| log(m|S||A|HT/δ)

T
+ H2 log K

µK
+ µ log3(mK)

K

)
with probability at least 1 − δ for option [I], and

STCHµ
λ(π̂) − STCHµ

λ(π∗
µ,λ) ≤ O

(√
(H2|S| + m)H4|S||A| log(m|S||A|HT/δ)

T
+ H2 log K

µK
+ µ log3(mK)

K

)
with probability at least 1 − δ for option [II]. The proof of this theorem is completed.

E.7 Additional Discussion for Algorithms

When µ is too small with µ → 0+, we note that the results in Theorem 7.5 and Theorem 7.6 can be
worse as they have a dependence on 1/µ. Here, we can further show that the term Õ(1/(µT ) + µ/T )
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in Theorem 7.5 (or Õ(1/(µK) + µ/K) in Theorem 7.6) can be replaced by Õ(1/
√

T ) (or Õ(1/
√

K))
without the dependence on 1/µ under different settings of the step size ηt (or ηk).

Such results are associated with the learning guarantees for the update of w, i.e., Lemmas E.1
and E.2. Next, We will derive the different guarantees under different step sizes for the update of w
in Algorithm 4 and Algorithm 5. We remark that under this setting, the weighted average steps for
w in both algorithms can be avoided. The proofs of the following lemmas will not use the weighted
average steps, i.e., we substitute Line 3 and Line 4 in Algorithm 4 by

wt
i ∝ (wt−1

i )1−µηt−1 · exp{ηt−1 · λi(Ṽ t−1
i,1 (s1) + ι − V t−1

i,1 (s1))}, ∀i ∈ [m], (67)

and substitute Line 8 and Line 9 in Algorithm 5 by

wk
i ∝ (wk−1

i )1−µηk−1 · exp{ηk−1 · λi(Ṽi,1(s1) + ι − V k−1
i,1 (s1))}, ∀i ∈ [m], (68)

Lemma E.3. When µ ≤ 1, Setting ηt = η = 1/(2H
√

T ), the updating rule of w in (67) for
Algorithm 4 ensures

max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

[
⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t

1 (s1) + ι − V t
1 (s1))⟩ − µ⟨w, log w⟩ + µ⟨wt, log wt⟩

]
≤ 2H log m + 5H√

T
.

Proof. The mirror ascent step at round t + 1 via (67) is equivalent to solving the following mini-
mization problem

minimize
w∈∆m

− ηt⟨w, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1)) − µ log wt⟩ + DKL
(
w, wt).

Let wt+1 be the solution of the above optimization problem. Note that wt+1 is guaranteed to stay
in the relative interior of a probability simplex if we initialize w0

i = 1/m. Thus, applying Lemma
F.3 gives

− ηt⟨wt+1, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1)) − µ log wt⟩ + ηt⟨w, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1)) − µ log wt⟩
≤ DKL

(
w, wt)− DKL

(
w, wt+1)− DKL

(
wt+1, wt),

where w is an arbitrary variable in ∆m. Rearranging the terms leads to

ηt⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩ − ηtµ⟨w, log w⟩ + ηtµ⟨wt, log wt⟩
≤ DKL

(
w, wt)− DKL

(
w, wt+1)− DKL

(
wt+1, wt)

+ ηt⟨wt+1 − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩
+ ηtµ⟨wt − wt+1, log wt⟩ + ηtµ⟨w, log wt − log w⟩.

(69)

We note that the last term of (69) leads to ηtµ⟨w, log wt − log w⟩ = −ηtµDKL(w, wt) by the
definition of KL divergence. Further by the definition of KL divergence, we have

ηtµ⟨wt − wt+1, log wt⟩ = ηtµDKL(wt+1, wt) + ηtµ⟨wt, log wt⟩ − ηtµ⟨wt+1, log wt+1⟩.

Therefore, (69) is equivalently written as

ηt⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩ − ηtµ⟨w, log w⟩ + ηtµ⟨wt, log wt⟩
≤ (1 − ηtµ)DKL

(
w, wt)− DKL

(
w, wt+1)− (1 − ηtµ)DKL

(
wt+1, wt)

+ ηtµ⟨wt, log wt⟩ − ηtµ⟨wt+1, log wt+1⟩

+ ηt⟨wt+1 − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩.

(70)
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In addition, by Pinsker’s inequality, we have

− DKL
(
wt+1, wt) ≤ −1

2
∥∥wt+1 − wt

∥∥2
1.

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the last term in (70) is bounded as

ηt⟨wt+1 − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩
≤ ηt∥wt+1 − wt∥1∥λ ⊙ (Ṽ t

1 (s1) + ι − V t
1 (s1))∥∞

≤ 1 − ηtµ

2
∥∥wt+1 − wt

∥∥2
1 + 9H2η2

t

2(1 − ηtµ) ,

where the last inequality is due to ∥λ⊙(Ṽ t
1 (s1)+ι−V t

1 (s1))∥2
∞ = (maxi λi(Ṽ t

i,1(s1)+ι−V t
i,1(s1)))2 ≤

9H2 with ι, λi ≤ 1. Therefore, combining the above inequalities with (70), and due to ηtµ < 1, we
have

ηt⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))⟩ − ηtµ⟨w, log w⟩ + ηtµ⟨wt, log wt⟩

≤ (1 − ηtµ)DKL
(
w, wt)− DKL

(
w, wt+1)+ ηtµ⟨wt, log wt⟩ − ηtµ⟨wt+1, log wt+1⟩ + 9H2η2

t

2(1 − ηtµ)

≤ DKL
(
w, wt)− DKL

(
w, wt+1)+ ηtµ⟨wt, log wt⟩ − ηtµ⟨wt+1, log wt+1⟩ + 9H2η2

t

2(1 − ηtµ) .

Dividing both sides by ηt, setting ηt = η, and taking summation from 1 to T on both sides, we have
T∑

t=1

[
⟨w − wt, λ ⊙ (Ṽ t

1 (s1) + ι − V t
1 (s1))⟩ − µ⟨w, log w⟩ + µ⟨wt, log wt⟩

]

≤
T∑

t=1

(1
η

DKL
(
w, wt)− 1

η
DKL

(
w, wt+1))+ 5H2

T∑
t=1

η

1 − µη

≤ 1
η

DKL
(
w, w1)+ 5H2

T∑
t=1

η

1 − ηµ
≤ log m

η
+ 5H2 Tη

1 − ηµ
.

where the first inequality is due to the fact that our initialization of this algorithm ensures that
w1

i = 1/m such that DKL
(
w, w1) = ∑m

i=1 wi log(wim) ≤ log m. When µ ≤ 1, setting η = 1/(2H
√

T ),
dividing both sides by T , we have

max
w∈∆m

1
T

T∑
t=1

(w − wt)⊤[λ ⊙ (Ṽ t
1 (s1) + ι − V t

1 (s1))] ≤ log m

Tη
+ 10H2η ≤ 2H log m + 5H√

T
,

where we use 1 − µη ≥ 1/2. This completes the proof.

Following the proof above, we similarly obtain the following lemma for Algorithm 5.

Lemma E.4. When µ ≤ 1, setting ηk = 1/(2H
√

T ) for k ≥ 1 and 0 otherwise, the updating rule of
w in (68) for Algorithm 5 ensures

max
w∈∆m

1
K

T∑
t=1

[
⟨w − wk, λ ⊙ (Ṽ1(s1) + ι − V k

1 (s1))⟩ − µ⟨w, log w⟩ + µ⟨wk, log wk⟩
]

≤ 2H log m + 5H√
K

.
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F Other Supporting Lemmas
In the tabular case, once we collected ℓ trajectories, i.e., {sτ

h, aτ
h, rτ

i,h(sτ
h, aτ

h)}ℓ
τ=1, we can always

estimate the reward function and the transition kernel as

r̂i,h(s, a) =
∑ℓ

τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ
h

,aτ
h

)}rτ
i,h(sτ

h, aτ
h)

max{Nh(s, a), 1}
, and P̂h(s′|s, a) = Nh(s, a, s′)

max{Nh(s, a), 1}
, (71)

where we define

Nh(s, a) :=
ℓ∑

τ=1
1{(s,a)=(sτ

h
,aτ

h
)}, and Nh(s, a, s′) :=

ℓ∑
τ=1

1{(s,a,s′)=(sτ
h

,aτ
h

,sτ
h+1)}.

In what follows, we will show the estimation uncertainties based on the concentration inequalities,
which correspond to the bonus terms that we are using in this work. The analysis of the concentration
for the reward and transition estimation has been studied in many prior works on tabular MDPs
(e.g., Strehl and Littman [2008], Jaksch et al. [2010], Azar et al. [2017], Qiu et al. [2020, 2021a]).
For completeness, we present the proof in this section.

Lemma F.1. Given a dataset {sτ
h, aτ

h, rτ
i,h(sτ

h, aτ
h)}ℓ

τ=1 for an ℓ ≥ 1, for all h ∈ [H] and all
(s, a) ∈ S × A, with probability at least 1 − δ, we have

∣∣r̂i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)
∣∣ ≤

√
2 log(2|S||A|H/δ)

Nh(s, a) ∨ 1 ,

where r̂i,h(s, a) is defined as in (71), ri,h(s, a) is the true reward function, and Nh(s, a) :=∑ℓ
τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ

h
,aτ

h
)}.

Proof. The proof for this lemma relies on an application of Hoeffding’s inequality. The definition
of r̂i,h shows that r̂i,h(s, a) is the average of Nh(s, a) samples of the observed rewards at (s, a)
when N t−1

h (s, a) > 0. Then, for fixed ℓ, h ∈ [H], and state-action tuple (s, a) ∈ S × A, when
N t−1

h (s, a) > 0, according to Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at least 1 − δ′ where δ′ ∈ (0, 1],
we have

∣∣r̂i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)
∣∣ ≤

√
log(2/δ′)
2Nh(s, a) .

When Nh(s, a) = 0, we know r̂i,h(s, a) = 0 such that |r̂i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)| = |ri,h(s, a)| ≤ 1. In
addition, we have

√
2 log(2/δ′) ≥ 1. Combining the above results, with probability at least 1 − δ′,

we have

∣∣r̂i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)
∣∣ ≤

√
2 log(2/δ′)

Nh(s, a) ∨ 1 .

Moreover, by the union bound, letting δ = |S||A|Hδ′, with probability at least 1 − δ where δ ∈ (0, 1],
for all h ∈ [H] and all state-action tuple (s, a) ∈ S × A, we have

∣∣r̂i,h(s, a) − ri,h(s, a)
∣∣ ≤

√
2 log(2|S||A|H/δ)
max{Nh(s, a), 1}

.

This completes the proof.
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Lemma F.2. Given a dataset {sτ
h, aτ

h, rτ
i,h(sτ

h, aτ
h)}ℓ

τ=1 for an ℓ > 1, for all h ∈ [H] and all
(s, a) ∈ S × A, with probability at least 1 − δ, we have

∥∥∥P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a)
∥∥∥

1
≤
√

2|S| log(2|S||A|H/δ)
Nh(s, a) ∨ 1 ,

where P̂h(s′|s, a) is defined as in (71), Ph(s′|s, a) is the true transition model, and Nh(s, a) :=∑ℓ
τ=1 1{(s,a)=(sτ

h
,aτ

h
)}.

Proof. By the duality, we have ∥P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a)∥1 = sup∥z∥∞≤1 ⟨P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a), z⟩S ,
where ⟨·, ·⟩S denotes the inner product over the state space S. To bound this term, we construct
an ϵ-cover, denoted as C∞(ϵ), for the set {z ∈ R|S| : ∥z∥∞ ≤ 1} w.r.t. the ℓ∞ distance such that
for any z ∈ R|S|, there always exists z′ ∈ C∞(ϵ) satisfying ∥z − z′∥∞ ≤ ϵ. The covering number is
N∞(ϵ) = |C∞(ϵ)| = 1/ϵ|S|. Thus, we have for any z with ∥z∥∞ ≤ 1, there exists z′ ∈ C∞(ϵ) such
that ∥z′ − z∥∞ ≤ ϵ and〈

P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a), z
〉

S

=
〈
P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a), z′〉

S +
〈
P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a), z − z′〉

S

≤
〈
P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a), z′〉

S + ∥z − z′∥∞
∥∥∥P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a)

∥∥∥
1

≤
〈
P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a), z′〉

S + ϵ
∥∥∥P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a)

∥∥∥
1

,

which leads to∥∥∥P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a)
∥∥∥

1

= sup
∥z∥∞≤1

〈
P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a), z

〉
S

≤ sup
z′∈C∞(ϵ)

〈
P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a), z′〉

S + ϵ
∥∥∥P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a)

∥∥∥
1

.

(72)

By Hoeffding’s inequality and the union bound over all z′ ∈ C∞(ϵ), when Nh(s, a) > 0, with
probability at least 1 − δ′ where δ′ ∈ (0, 1],

max
z′∈C∞(ϵ)

〈
P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a), z′〉

S ≤
√

|S| log(1/ϵ) + log(1/δ′)
2Nh(s, a) . (73)

Letting ϵ = 1/2, by (72) and (73), with probability at least 1 − δ′, we have

∥∥∥P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a)
∥∥∥

1
≤ 2

√
|S| log 2 + log(1/δ′)

2Nh(s, a) .

When Nh(s, a) = 0, we have
∥∥P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a)

∥∥
1 = ∥Ph(· | s, a)∥1 = 1. Moreover, 1 <

2
√

|S| log 2+log(1/δ′)
2 holds. Thus, with probability at least 1 − δ′, we always have

∥∥∥P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a)
∥∥∥

1
≤ 2

√
|S| log 2 + log(1/δ′)
2 max{Nh(s, a), 1}

≤
√

2|S| log(2/δ′)
max{Nh(s, a), 1}

.
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Then, by the union bound, letting δ = |S||A|Hδ′, with probability at least 1−δ, for all (s, a) ∈ S ×A
and all h ∈ [H], we have

∥∥∥P̂h(· | s, a) − Ph(· | s, a)
∥∥∥

1
≤
√

2|S| log(2|S||A|H/δ)
max{Nh(s, a), 1}

,

which completes the proof.

Next, we present a lemma that is commonly used in the proof of mirror descent algorithm.

Lemma F.3. Let f : ∆n 7→ R be a convex function, where ∆n is the probability simplex in Rn.
For any α ≥ 0, z ∈ ∆n, and y ∈ ∆o

n where ∆o
n ⊂ ∆n is the relative interior of ∆o

n, supposing
xopt = argminx∈∆n

f(x) + βDKL(x, y), then the following inequality holds

f(xopt) + βDKL(xopt, y) ≤ f(z) + βDKL(z, y) − βDKL(z, xopt),

where DKL denotes the regular KL divergence, DKL(x, y) := ∑n
i=1 xi log xi

yi
.

This proof can be obtained by slight modification from prior works [Tseng, 2008, Nemirovski
et al., 2009, Wei et al., 2019].

Next, we present a lemma that characterizes the difference between x ∈ ∆n and the vector
x̃ ∈ ∆n that is a convex combination of x and an all-one vector.

Lemma F.4 (Wei et al. [2019], Qiu et al. [2023]). Suppose that x ∈ ∆n and x̃i = (1 − α)xi + α/n

DKL(y, x̃) − DKL(y, x) ≤ α log n, ∀y ∈ ∆n,

∥x̃ − x∥1 ≤ 2α,

where DKL denotes the regular KL divergence.
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